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VINDICATION OF THE FRENCH BEVOLUTION OF 
FEBBUABY, 1848; IN REPLY TO LORD BROUGHAM 
AND OTHERS.* 



That the transactions and the men of the late French 
Bevolution should find small &vor in the ejes of the 
vulgar and selfish part of the upper and middle classes, 
can surprise no one; and that the newspaper press, 
which is the echo, or, as far as it is able, the anticipa- 
tion, of the opinions and prejudices of those classes, 
should endeavor to recommend itself by malicious dis- 
paragement of that great event, is but-in the natural 
order of things. Justice to the men, and a due appre- 
ciation of the event, demand^ that these unmerited 
attacks should not remain unprotested against. But it 
is difficult to grapple with so slippery an antagonist as 



* Lttter to thii Uaniaess of Laosdomie, K.O., Lord Pftddont of ths 
Connetl, on the Uto Bevoliitioii in France. By Lord Broagfa«n, FJLS.| 
BCember of the NatSonel InstiCitte. London t Ridgwi^. 1846. 

Weetminster BeWew, April, 1849. 
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THE FSEHqH fiSyOLUTION OF 1848 6 

the initer in a newspaper, and impoaaible to follow the 
stream of calumny as it swells bj a perpetual succession 
of infinitesimal infusions from incessant newspaper arti- 
des* Unless through some similar medium, in which 
the day 6 falsehood can be immedtstelj met by the day's 
oontradiction, such assailants are fought at too great a 
disadvantage. It is fortunate, therrfore, when some 
one, embodying the whole mass of accusation in one 
goieral bill of indictment, puts the case upon the issue 
of a angle battle instead of a multitude of sldmushes. 
It is an immense advantage to the defenders of truth 
and justice, when all that &lsehood and injustice have 
got to say is brought together in a moderate compass, 
and in a form convenient for exposure. 

Such an advantage Lord Brougham has afforded by 
lua outpouring of desultory invecdve against the Bev- 
olntion and its aiithors. Among the multitude of 
performances, similar in intention and often superior 
in skiU, which have issued firom the English press since 
February, 1848, Us pamphlet is the only one which 
affects to embrace the whole subject, and the only one 
which bears a known name. Should it seem to any 
one that more importance is attadied to such a per- 
formance than properly belongs to a thing so slight 
and trivial, let it be considered that the importance of 
a numerical amount does not so much depend upon the ' 
unit which heads it, as upon the number of the figures 
whidi follow. 

Lord BroQ^^iam ^thinks it a duty incumbent on him, as 
t who has at various times been a leader in political move- 
aod had some hand in bringing about the greatest 
cop rtiUiii onal change that ever was effected without actual 
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AND ITS ASSAILANTS. 7 

violence, to enter calmlj but fallj upon the consideration of 
the most extraordinary Revolution which ever altered the 
face of affairs in a civilized country." 

It is very natural and commendable in any one (even 
though he may not have had the advantage which 
Lord Brougham so often reminds the reader that he 
once enjoyed, of being a fellow-minister with the Mar- 
quess of Lansdowne) to endeavor to understand the 
remarkable event which is flie theme of his vituperation* 
Bemarkable, it may justly be called; though the com- 
monplace hjrperbole of **the most extraordinary Revo- 
lution which ever altered the face of affairs in a civilized 
country ** tnll scarcely pass muster, even as a rhetorical 
flourish. In one respect, indeed, the Revolution of 
February must be allowed to be extraordinary, if not 
unexampled. It stands almost alone among revolu- 
tions, in having placed power in the hands of men who 
neither expected nor sought it, nor used it for anjr 
personal purpose, — not even for that of maintaining, 
otherwise than by opinion and discussion, the asoen- - 
den(7 of their own party ; men' whose every act 
proclaimed them to be that almost unheard-of phenom- 
enon, — unselfish politicians; who did not, like the 
common run of those who. fancy themselves sincere, 
aim at doing a little for their opinions, and much for 
themselves, but, with a disinterested zeal, strove to 
make their tenure of power produce as much good as 
their countrymen were capable of receiving, and more 
than their countrymen had yet learnt to desire. It 
was not, perhaps, to be expected that men of this, stamp 
should command much of Lord Brougham's sympathy. 
Lord Brougham has fought, both frequently and effep- 
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8 TEE FREKGH RBYOLUTION OF 1848 

threly, on the peopIe*8 side ; but few will asaert that he 
often was much in advance of them, or fought anj 
np-hiU battle in their behalf. Even in the days of his 
greatest gloiy, it was remarked that he seldom jomed 
anj cause until its first difficulties were over, and it had 
been brought near to the point of success by laborers 
of deeper eamestnesst and more willing to content 
then&selyes without indiscriminate applause. If sym- 
pathy, therefore, depends on similarity of character, it 
was not likely that his lordship should fed any warm 
admiration for the members of the Provisional Grovem- . 
ment. But he is probably the only man in Europe, of ' 
Ins r^utation and standing, who would have been 
capable of speaking of them in such a strain as the 
following : — 

''The instantaneous disappearance of virtues, dominions, 
pri n c e doms, powers, — of all the men who by their station, or 
their capacity, or their habits of government, or even their 
habits of busmess, had a daim to rule the affiurs of thdr 
ooontry, — was succeeded by the sadden liftmg-up to supreme 
power of men, who, with the single exception of my iUustrious 
fiiend IL Amgo^ were either wholly unknown before in any 
way, even to their veiy names and ezistenoe ; or who were 
known as authors of no great fame; or who were known as 
of so indifferent reputation, that they had better have not 
been known at all; and IC. Anigo^ the solitaiy exception to* 
this actual or desirable obscurity, himself known in the world 
of science alone.'* 



Bemembering that, of the body of men thus spoken 
oft M. de Lamartine is one, it^ is difficult not to be 
amued at so unbounded a reliance on the ignorance of 
die puUk. Hie literary fiiune of M. de Lamartine in 
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France and in Europe can afford to be ignored by 
Lord Broagham. There was not a single obscure 
person among the Provisional Goyemment. The seven 
originallj named were all distinguished members of the 
Chamber of Deputies. Their venerable president, one 
of the most honored characters in France, had even 
held office, if that be a recommendation: he was a 
member of the first cabinet appointed in 1830, and left 
the government when Louis Philippe parted company 
with popular principles. The *^ illustrious friend'' 
known only '^ in the world of science ** had been an 
active and influential politician for twenty years. Three 
others were leading members of the Paris bar. The 
four whom, in obedience to the popular voice, these 
seven accepted as their colleagues, were the acknowl** 
edged leaders of the Republican press ; and who, that 
had paid the smallest attention to French affiurs, was 
not familiar with the names and reputadon of Marrast 
and of Louis Blanc? 

The first sin of the Revolution, in t]ie eyes of the 
pamphleteer, is its singularity. ** The like of it never 
was before witnessed among men.** It has ** no parallel 
in the history of nations.'' It is ** wholly at variance 
with every principle, as well as all experience." I£ it 
could possibly last, he would ^ feel bound to make the 
addition of a new head or chapter" to **a very elabo- 
rate work, the Political Philosophy" of •*our Useful* 
Knowledge Society." If his account of it were true, 
one would be unable to understand how the Revolution 
could possibly hiave happened. It was **the sudden 
work of a moment, — a change prepared by no pre- 
ceding plan, prompted by no Mi inconvenience, an- 
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10 THE FBEKGH BEYOLlTnOK OF 1848 

nounoed by no complaint;'' ** without ground, ni^thout 
pretext, without one circumstance to justify or even to 
account for it, except familiarity with change,'* and 
*'pronene88 to violence." It was the ^work of some 
half-dozen artisans, met in a printing-office," -~** a 
handful of armed ruffians, headed by a shoemaker and 
a sub-editor.'' Who is meant by the sub-editor, his 
lordship best knows : the shoemaker, it must be pre- 
sumed, is M. Adolphe Chenu, whose word Lord 
Brougham takes for the share he had in the transaction ; 
though a bare reading of his deposition is enough to 
prove that he was already known to be, what he is now 
admitted to have, been, a police spy. To this ^hand- 
ful," be it of ** artisans " or ^ ruffians," everybody sub-, 
mitted, though everybody disapproved. Half a dozen 
obacure men overthrew a government which nobody 
disliked, and established one which nobody desired. 
This singular incident, of a^ government which, so to 
speak, falls down of itself, does not suggest to the 
writer that there must have been something faulty in its 
foundations. It merely proves to him that foundations 
are of no use. It reveals the ^terrible truth," that it 
is natural to buildings to fall without a cause, and that 
heooefbrth none can be expected to stand. It ** for ever 
destroys our' confidence in any system of political 
power which may be reared," not only in France, but 
on the face of the earth. **A11 sense of security in 
any existing government" is gone. ^Nonc can now 
be- held safe for an hour." 

Tlie explanation of the Bevolution is, in short, that 
it is entirely inexplicable ; and this is intended, not as 
a confession of ignorance, but as a sufficient theory. 



yGoogk 



AND ITS A88AILAKT8. 11 

Common senae, however little informed oonceming 
the Eevolution, has been unabloi from the first, to 
accept this notion of it. It appears to Lord Brougham 
very unaccountable that the English journals did not 
at once declare a determined enmity to the Bevolutioni 
but waited a few weeks before assuming their present 
attitude of hostility. It was because thej did not 
belie.yje, as he professes to do, that the best and wisest 
of governments had been overthrown by a touch ; the 
mature opinion of the whole country bemg in its favor. 
That, too, is the reason why even now, while the 
grossest misrepresentations of the state of things which 
the Eevolution has produced are universally propagated 
and very generally believed, hardly any one except the. 
pamphleteer expresses regret for what it swept away. 
^ The illustrious prince, who, with extraordinary ability 
and complete success, had, in times of foreign and 
domestic difficulty, steered the vessel of the State in 
safety and in peace during a period of seventeen years,'' 
and who liad invited Lord Brougham to the Tuileries, 
and listened with apparent resignation to his ** ear- 
nest and zealous ^ counsels, has now Lord Brougham for 
his only, or almost only, regretter and admirer. Why 
is this? Because everybody, whether acquainted with 
the facts or not, is able to see, that a government, which, 
after seventeen years of almost absolute power over a 
great country, can be overthrown in a day; which, 
during that long period, — a period, too, of peace and 
prosper!^, undisturbed by any public calamity,— has 
so entirely fSsuled of creating anywhere a wish for its 
preservation, that ^ a capital of one million souls, and 
a nation of five and thirty ,** including an army of 
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IS THE FBKVCH MXVaUJTUXK OT 1848 



h undr e d tfacNMADd, lode on quieCfy while 
•ad 8 sob-editor,* ftOowed bj **« 
mob of two or duee thoaHuad,* tnni out the Chamben, 
and prodaim a totd^ dittaeat set of JnaritntionSy — 
that audi a goveniincnt, wnlw it was ao much in 
adranoe of the puUie inteDigcnoe as to be out of the 
readi of appredalion bj it» waa ao greatl j in anear of - 
it aa to deaerve to fiJL 

This goirennofttttf Zjord Broagfaam eonfeaaeay waa not 
without ita ibiblea. The miniatiy had eonunitfeed aome 
bkmden and indiacredona ; and the inalitationB of the 
eo u ntiy had a few remaining defecta, wUdi the gor- 
cnunent ahowed no willingneas to remore. There 
were too maaj plaoemen in parKamwit, and the deo- 
tire fiaadnae waa ^'too limited,* being eoofined, in 
a nation of tfairt^-lbiir miDiona, to about a quarter 
of a million ; diatnboted, it migfat ha^a been added^ 
ao imeqoallj, that a nugoritj of the conatitaendea 
dad not exceed two w three hnndred Toten. The 
gOYemment diould have looked to this* Thej afaoold 
bave giren "votea to all who were liable to aerre on 
jnzies;* and alao ^'enfiranduaed, without rq;ard to 
propertj, the daaaea connected with adeaoe, letters, 
and the arte :* which is the aame thing twice over; for 
the jnxy-liat conaiated predady of the dectora and of 
tboae daaaea. By tUa thej woqjd ha^e added to the 
two Inmdred and fifty thcwaaad deetoia, and to the 
lazge conatitniencieB almost ezdoaiT^, aome twentjr or 
tuirtj thooaaad TOters more* The other improrementa 
of wliidi, in Lord Aroog^ham's judgment, the IVendi 
CoDstitQtioa atood in need, were to make die peerage 
betecEtaij, and allow laad to be entailed. It would 
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have been treadng hk friends vexy hardly, to be severe 
upon them for not effecting these last specimens of 
constitutional improvement ; since they might, with as 
much chance of success, have attempted- to alter the 
solar system. Hereditaxy l^iislation and entails are 
not things which a nation takes back, when once it has 
rid itself of them. It certainly was not for this that 
the government of Louis Philippe, in the moment of 
trial, was found to be deserted by all mankind. Ao- 
cordingly. Lord Brougham can find no mode of 
accounting for the fact but the selfishness and indif- 
ference of the National Guard, who ** think only of 
their shops and their brittle wares ; and avoid acting, 
provided they see no risk of pillage following the 
outbreak.** 

This specimen of philosophizing is not at all Baco- 
nian, and does no credit to the political philosopher of 
the Useful-Knowledge Society. The National Guard 
acted vigorously enough in 1832, and again in 1834, 
when they assisted the troops m putting down much 

)more formidable insurrections than that of 1848. Their 
conduct in June last was not, as the pamphlet repre- 
sents, the exception, but the rule. Their horror of 
rimeute amounted to a passion : it was that, and not 
any attachment to the throne of Louis Philippe, which 
made them tolerate him for seventeen years. Why 
then, in February, did they, for the first and only time, 
not only not resist, but openly countenance, the insur- 
rection? Because the time had come when disgust 
with the government had become a stronger feeling 
I than even that passionate horror. The ruler of France 
^ had made the terror of the bourgeois at the idea of a 
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14 THE FREKCK BEVOLUTIOK OF 1848 

new rerolution his sole inBtrument of goyemment, ex- * 
oept personal corruption; and that support now gavoy 
waj under him. 

Tbe explanation of this result of seventeen years of 
power -^ the reason why a goyemment, which, in the 
first, years following its establishment, the most deter- 
mined and yiolent attacks had failed to shake, found 
itself, in 1848, so feeble, that it fell at the first onset, 
and not a hand was raised to stay its fidl— will be 
found, we belieye, principally in two things. 

First, it was a goyemment wholly without the spirit; 
of hnproyemtet. Not only did it make an obstinate ~ 
resistance to all and every organic reform, even the 
most moderate ; to all merely le^slatiye or merely ad- 
ministratiye improyements it was, in practice, equally 
inimical : it originated none itself, and successfully re- 
sisted all which were proposed by others. , There are 
few instances of a goyemmoat, in a country calling 
itself free, so completely sold to the support of all 
abuses : it rested on a coalition of all the sinister in- 
terests in France. Among those who influenced the 
sufiirages of the bodies of two or three hundred elect* 
ors who returned the ministerial majority, there were 
always some to whose interests improvement, be it 
.in what it mig^t, would have been adverse. It made 
things worse, not better, that the most conspicuous 
instruments of the system were men of knowledge and 
enltiyation, who had gained the greater part of their 
reputation as die advocates of improvemoat. In some 
of these men, it might be personal interest ; in others, , 
hatred of democracy: but neither scrupled, for the 
sake of keeping thdr party together, to make themr 
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.selves subsenrient to the purposes of their worst sap- 
porters. In Older to bind these together in an united 
band to oppose democracy, thejr were allowed to have 
their own way in resisting all other change. This was, 
of itself, fatal to the durability of a govemmenti in the 
I present condition of the world. No government can 
now expect to be permanent, unless it guarantees prog- 
ress as well as order; nor can it continue really to 
'secure order, tmless it promotes progress. It can go 
on, as yet, with only a little of the spirit of improve- 
ment. While reformers have even a remote hope of 
effecting their objects through the existing system, they 
are generally willing to bear with it. But when there 
is no hope at all ; when the institutions themselves seem 
to oppose an unyielding barrier to the progress of im- 
provement, — the advancing tide heaps itself up behind 
them till it bears them down. 

. This was one great characteristic of the government 
of Louis Philippe. The other, equally discreditable, 
was the more fatal to that government, because identi- 
fied still more than the first, in public opinion, with 
the personal character and .agency of the Idng himself; 
It wrought almost exclusively through the meaner and 
more selfish impulses of mankind. Its sole instrument 
of government consisted in a direct appeal to men's 
immediate personal interests or interested fears. It 
never appealed to, or endeavored to put on its side, 
any noble, elevated, or generous principle of action. 
It repressed aqd discouraged all such, as being danger* 
ous to it. In the same manner in which NapoUon 
cultivated thd love of military distinction as his one* 
means of action upon the multitude,* so did Louis Phi-^ 
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Bppe Btrire to immerBe all Flrance in the cuke des m- 
ttlU maUrieU^ in tlie worship of the caah-boz and 
of the ledger. It is not, or it has not hitherto been, 
m the oKftrrnQf^^ of grenclimen to be content with being 
thus goyemed. Some idea of grandeur, at least some ) 
fedng of national self-unportance, must be associatedj 
with tfiat irtnch they will Toluntarilj follow and obejr, i 
The one inducement by which LiouiB Philippe's govem* 
uoit reoommended itself to the middle cksses was, that 
levofaitions and riots are had for trade. They are so ; 
hot that is a very small part of the consideradons which 
00^ to determine our estimation of them. While 
danes were thus appealed to through their dass-inter- 
csts, every individual, who, either from station, reputa- 
tion, or talent, appeared worth gaining, was addressed 
* dinn^ whatever personal interest, either of money or 
Tuitjr, he was thought most likely to be accessible to. 
Uany were attempted unsuccessfully, many successfully. 
Comiption was carried to the utmost pitdi that the re- 
aooroes at the disposal of the government admitted of. 

Accordingly, the best spirits in France had long felt, 
and Mt eadi year more and more, that the government 
of Louis Philippe was a demoralizing government ; 
that, under its baneful influence, all public principle or 
puUic sjMrit, or regard for political opinions, was giving 
way more and more to selfish indifierence in the pro- 
pertied classes generally, and, in many of the more 
emspionous individuals, to the shameless pursuit of 
personal gain* 

It is almost superfluous to adduce tesdinonies to facts 
of sodi universal notoriety ; but it is worth while to 
refer to two documents, which demonstrate, after all 
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that has been said of the unexpectedness of the events 
of February, how clearly it was seen, by competent 
judges, that, from the principles on which the govem- 
ment had long been carried on, such a termination of 
its career was almost certain to happen at some time, 
and might happen at any time. 

One of these documents is a speech of M. de Tocque- 
ville, delivered in the Chamber of Deputies on the 
27th of January, 1848, — exactly four weeks before the 
Revolution. In this remarkable and almost prophetic 
discourse, M. de Tocqueville said, that, in the class 
which possessed and exerdsed political rights, ** political 
morality is declining ; it is already deeply tainted ; it 
becomes more deeply so from day to day. More and 
more, opinions, sentiments, and ideas of a public char- 
acter are supplanted by personal interests, personal 
aims, points of view borrowed from private interest and 
private life.'* He called the niembers of the hostile 
majority themselves to witness, whether, in the five, ten, 
or fifteen years last elapsed, the number of those who 
voted for them from private motives was not perpetually 
increasing ; the number who did so from political opin- 
ion, constantly diminishing. ^ ^ 

** Let them tell me, if around them, under their eyes, there 
IB not gradually establishing itself in public opinion a singalar 
species of tolerance for the facts I have been speaking of; 
if, by litde and little, there is not forming itself a vulgar and 
low morality, according to which the man who possesses 
political rights owes it to himself owes it to his children, to 
bis wife, to his relations, to make a personal use of those 
rights for their benefit ; if this is not gradually raising itself 
bto a sort of daty ol the father of a family ; if this new mo- 
voxn uz. 2 
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18 THE TRENCH BEVOLUTION OF 1848 

nlitfy unknown in the great times of oor histoiy, unknown at 
the oonunenoement of our Bevolution, is not devek>ping itself 
more and more, and making dailj progress in the public mind." 

He described the acts by which the goyemment of ) 
Louis Philippe had made itself aocessoiy to this decline j 
of pablio spirit. In the first place, by the gigantic 
strides which it was making towards despotism, — 

^The goTemment has repossessed itself, especially in these 
last years, of greater powers, a larger measure of influence, 
prerogatives more manifold and more considerable, than it 
had possessed at any other epodi. It has become infinitely v^ 
more powerful than could have been imagined, not only by 
those who 'conferred, but by those who accepted, the reins of 
government in 1880." 

The mischief was aggravated by the indirect and 
crafty manner in which it was brought about. 

^It was by redatming old powers, which were thought to , 
have been abolished in 1830 ; by reviving old ri^ts, which | 
were supposed to have been annuUed ; by bringing again into * 
activity old laws which were believed to have been abrogated, 
and applying new ones in a difi*erent meaning firom that in . 
which they had been enacted. • • . Do you suppose that this 
crooked and surreptitious manner of gradually regaining as- 
cendency, as it were by surprise, through other means than 
those granted by the constitution, — thiidc you that this 
strange spectacle of address and $avair/air€f publicly ex- 
hibited fer seversl years on so vast a theatre, to a whole 
nation looking on, — that tiiis spectacle was of a nature to 
improve public morals?" 

And supposing, by a great concession, that the men 
who wroug^ this evil were themselves penuaded that 
it was good, ^- 
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<<Tbe7 have not the less effected it bj means which mO' 
rality disavows. Thej have achieved it bj taking men, not 
by their honorable side, but by their bad side, — by their pas- 
sions, their weaknesses, their personal interests, often their 
vices. • . . And, to accomplish these things, it has been ne- 
oessaiy for them to call to their assistance, to honor with 
their favor, to introduce into their daily intercourse, men 
who wished neither for honest ends nor honest means; who 
desired but the gross satisfaction of their private interests, by 
the aid of the power confided to them.** 

After citing one scandalous instance of a high office 
of trust conferred on a fferson notoriously corrupt, 
M. de Tocqueville added, ^I do not regard this fact 
as a solitary one : I consider it the symptom of a gen- 
eral evil, the most salient trait of an entire course of 
policy. In the pcUhs which you hate chosen for 
yourselvest you had need of such men.'* 

As a consequence of these things, he appealed to the 
whole body of his hearers whether it was not true 
that — 

*' Tiie sentiment, the instinct of instability, — that sentimenty 
the precursor of revolutions, wliich often presages them, and 
sometimes causes them to take place, — already exists to a 
most serious degree in the country. ... Is there not a breeze 
of revolution in the air? This breeze, no one knows where it 
rises, whence it comes, nor (believe me) whom it sweeps away. 
... It is my deep and deliberate conviction, that public morals 
are degenerating,- and that the degeneracy of public morals will 
lead you in a short, perhaps a very short time, to new revo- 
lutions. • . • Have you at this very hour the certainty of a 
to-morrow? Do you know what may happen {n France in 
a year, in a month, perhaps even in a day ? You do not; 
but this you know, — that the tempest isr in the horizon ; that 
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it m nuurdiiDg towudi joa: will joa soffiBr jomselTet to be 
OTertakea bj it? 

" Several diaoges in l^gialatioa Laye been talked oC I mm 
modi indiiied to bdieye that rach cfaanges ere not only osefii], 
bat ne c ema iy, I beUeve in tbe atilitjr of electoral rrfonn, in 
ihe nrgdoej of exdnding placemen from pariiament Bat I 
am not 8o senadeae at to be nnaware, that it ia not the lawa 
in themadyea whidi make the deatiny of peoplea; no^ it ia 
not the medianiam of the lawa whidi prodocea the great 
eyenta of the world: it ia the apirit of the goyemment Keep 
Toar lawa if 70a will, though I think it a great error; keep 
them, — keep eyen the men, if 700 like; I ibr m7 part will be 
no obatade: bot| in Heayen'a name, change the apirit of the 
goyemment; fiir, I aa7 it again, that apirit ia hnnTing 70a to 
theah78a.'' 

TI16 Other docoment which ahall be cited in proof 
that the natural conaeqnencea of Louia Fhilippe'a qratem 
of goyemment were foreaeen b7 near obaenrera ia the 
eyidenoe of M. Groudchauz, banker at Paria, and for 
aome montha Miniater of Finance to the Repnblic ; do- 
liyered before the CSommiaaion d'Enqudte on the eyenta 
of Ma7 and June last. M. (Joudchanx, who aaid in hia 
place in the Aaaembty that the Boyolution had come too 
aoon, neyertheleea debred in hia eyidence, that he and 
aome of hia political friends felt ao conyinced that it waa 
impending, that, a few daTS before it broke out, the7 
held a meeting at hia houae to arrange a liat of namea 
for a Ph>yiaional Gtoyemment, but disagreed on the 
question whether to admit or to exdude from the num- 
ber M. Louia Blanc. 

The Beyolution, therefore, which eppeaia to Lord 
Bioug^iam in the singular character of an eyent Without 
a cause, was so modi the natural result of known causes 
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as to be capable of bemg foreseen; and when what 
had been foreseen by the more discerning actually 
came to pass, even the nndisoeming recognized in it the 
legitimate consequence of a just popular indignation. 
M. GomieivPagis was justified in his apostrophe, m the 
National Assembly, on the 24th of kst October : — 

« I ask it of everybody, Did not every one, b the first 
days, agree that the Revolution which had been accomplisbed 
was moral, still moro than political ? Did not evoiy one ngroo 
that this great renovation bad been preceded by a real and 
terrible re-action against corruption, and emanated firom all 
that was honest and honorable in the hearts of the French 
nation?"* 

Contrast these representations of the state of the 
national mind preceding the Bevolution, by persons 
really acquainted with it, with the following specimen 
from Lord Brougham's pamphlet : ^ The lesson is taught 
by the experience of February, 1848, that to change" 
the form of government of France ^ requires no long 
series of complaints, no sufiering firom oppressipn, 
whether chronic or acute, no indignation at abuses, no 
combination of parties to effect a change, no'^prepara- 
tion for converting the opposition to a ministry into 
a war with a dynasty," The writer has not the most 
ordinaiy knowledge of the pubUc events of his own 
time. The war with the dynasty began as early as 

* ** Je le demands k tout, Eatd<«e qne tout le monde, dans 1m premien 
Joun, ne oonvenait pat qua la ntfTolutlon qui renait da s'aoeompltr Mit 
politique et morale, monle sortoat ? Ket-ee que Unit le monde ae ooDTeaait 
paa que oette gfinde rteovatioii avait M prMd^ par me rteetioo rMIe 
et terrible contre la cormptioa, et fidte par tout oe qa*il 7 aTait d*hoanSto 
dans le ooeur de la Fkiooe?*' 
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1831, and was fint compelled to mask itself nnder^ 
opposition to a mixiistiy, when the laws of September 
had m^de it impossible to attack, through the press, 
dther the king or the monarchj, without the certainty 
of being ruined, and reduced to silence. But publu) 
feeling, once sufficiently roused, will force a way 
through all obstacles; and, in spite of the gagging 
laws, much of the opposition to the government had 
latterly become almost avowedly a war against the long. 
" There was little personal disrespect shown,** says the 
pamphlet, ** towards the illustrious prince.** The main \ 
political feature c{ the six months preceding February 
was the reform banquets ; and the most marked circum- 
stance attending these was the repeated premeditated 
omission, in most of them, to drink the long's health. 
Lord Brougham reproaches the reformers with not 
trusting to **repeated discussion and the exertion of 
the popular influence** for effecting a reform of the 
Constitution by a vote of parliament. They Bad littie 
encouraganent to r^y on sudi means. The very cor- 
ruption whidi was ruixiing the government in the gen- 
eral opinion was strengthening it vrith the narrow and 
jobbing class who returned a majority of the Chamber. 
A general election had occurred the summer previous ; . 
and the ministerial minority had gained, not lost, in • 
numbers by it. Lord Brougham boasts, through many * 
pages, of the foat performed by Lord Grey's ministry in 
effecting a great change in the Constitution (the first 
such change in history which was so accomplished) 
witliout an insurrection. But was it without the fear , 
of an insurrection? If there had been no chance of a 
rising, would the House of Lords have waived their 
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opposition, or the Duke of Wellington have thrown 
up the game in despair? If, in England, the mere 
] demonstration of popular force sufficed to effect what 
' elsewhere required its actual exertion, it was because 
the majoritj of even the tmreformed House of Conunons 
was elected bj constituencies sufficiently large for a 
(really powerful and unanimous popular determination 
I to reach it, and because the political usages and long- 
stAiding liberties of England allowed of popular meet- 
ings and political unions without limit or stint. To 
the French reformers these means of peaceful demon- 
stration were denied. The nearest approach to them* 
allowed by French law was the reform dinners; and 
these, as soon as they began to produce an effect, 
the government forbade ; reviving for that purpose a 
decree passed in the stormiest period of the first Bevo- 
', lution. It was when this last resource was denied that 
popular indignation burst forth, and the monarchy was 
destroyed. 

There never was a greater blunder than to speak of 
the French Republic as an ** improvised government,^ 
—** struck out at a heat,** — ^the result of a sudden 
thought,**—** span-new, untried, and even unthought 
of.** The Bevolution, indeed, was unpremeditated, 
spontaneous : the republican leaders had no more to 
do with effecting it than the socialist leaders had with 
the insurrection of June last. But the republicans, 
immediately after the crisis, became the directors of the 
movement, because they alone, of the various sections 
of the French people, had not to improvise a political 
creed, but already possessed one. It would require a, 
degree of ignorance of French political discussion from 
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1830 to 1848, which one would not willinglj impate 
even to the author of the **Letter to the Marquees of 
Lanadowne," not to know, that, during those years, re- 
publicanism, instead of being ** unthought of," had both 
been thought of and talked of, in eveiy varietj of tone, 
by fijends and enemies, in all comers of France ; that 
several formidable insurrections had broken out in its 
name ; that many well-known chiefs had been, and some 
- still were, in the prisons of Ham, Doullens, and Mont 
St. Michel, for acts done in its behalf; and that, except 
the remaining adherents of the elder branch, a republic \ 
entered into the calculations of all who speculated * 
either on the dethronement of Louis Philippe, or on 
the minority of his successor. If WilUam ID. had 
been dethroned for following the example of James 
n., would the people of this country have put a child 
on the throne, or sent for some other Prinee of Orange 
from beyond sea? Would thqr not, almost certainly, 
have fidlen back on the Commonwealth? What the 
English of the seventeenth century would assuredly 
have done, the French might do in the nineteenth 
without exdting surprise. And it was the more to 
be expected that they would do so, since constitutional 
royalty is in itself a thing as uncongenial to the char- 
acter and habits of the French, or any other people of 
the European continent, as it is suited to the tone of 
diougfat and feeling diaracteristic of England. 

From causes which might be traced in the history 
and development of English society and government, . 
the general habit and practice of the English mind is 
compromise. No idea is carried out to more than a 
small portion of its legitimate consequences. Neither 
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by the generality of our speculative thinkers, nor in the 
practice of the nation, are the principles which are pro- 
fessed ever thoroughly acted upon : something always 
stops the application half way. This national habit 
has consequences of very various character, of which 
the following is one. It is natural to minds governed 
by habit (which is the character of the English more 
than of any other civili2ed people) , that their tastes and 
inclinations become accommodated to their habitual 
practice ; and, as in England no principle is ever fully 
carried out, discordance between principles and practice 
has come to be regarded, not only as the natural but as 
the desirable state. This is not an epigram or a pan^ 
doz, but a sober description of the tone of sentiment 
commonly found in Englishmen. They never feel 
themselves safe unless they are living under the shadow 
of some conventional fiction, — some agreement to say 
one thing, and mean another. Now, constitutional roy- 
alty is precisely an arrangement of this description. 
The very essence of it is, that the so-called sovereign 
does not govern, ought not to govern, is not intended 
to govern, but yet must be held up to the nadon, be 
addressed by the nation, and even address the nation, 
as if he or she did govern. This, which was originally 
a compromise between the friends of popular liberty and., 
those of absolute monarchy, has established itself as a 
sincere feeling in the mind of the nation, who would 
be offended, and think their liberties endangered, if a 
king or a queen meddled any further in the government 
than to give a formal sanction to all acts of Parliament, 
and to appoint as ministry, or rather as minister, the 
person whom the miyority in Parliament pointed out ; 
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and yet would be unaffectedly shocked, if everjr consid- 
enble act <ii government did not profess and pretend to 
be the act and mandate of the person on the throne. 
The English are fond of boasting that thej do not re- 
gard the theory, but only the practice, of institutions ; 
but their boast stops short of the truth : they actually 
prefer that their theory should be at yarianoe with their 
practice. If any one proposed to them to convert their 
practice into a theory, he would be scouted. It appears 
to them unnatural and unsafe either to do the thing 
which they profess, or to profess the thing which they 
do. A theory which purports to be the very thing 
intended, to be acted upon fills them with alarm: it 
seems to cany with it a boundless extent of unfore- 
aeeable consequences. This disagreeable feeling they 
are only free from, when the prindples laid down are 
obviously matters of convention, which, it is agreed on 
all parts, are not to be pressed home. 

It is otherwise in France; so much so, that few 
Prenchmen can understand this singular characteristio 
of the English mind, which, seen imperfectly and . by 
glimpses, is the origin of those accusations of profound 
hypocrisy, mistakenly brought by many foreigners 
against the English nation. Englishmen, on their part, 
can in general as little understand the comparative sim- 
plicity and directness of Continental notions. The 
French impatience of discrepancy between theory and 
practice seems to them fendfulness, and want of good 
sense. It was a Frenchman, not an Englishman, who 
erected the English practice of constitutional monarchy 
into a theory; but his maxim, Xe rot rigne^ et ne 
gouveme pa$f took no root on the'other side of the 
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Channel. The French had no relish for a STStem, the 
forms of which were intended to simulate something at 
variance with acknowledged fiict. Those who were for 
a king at all, wanted one who was a substantial power 
in the State, and not a cipher : while, if the will of 
the nation was to be the government ; if the king was 
to do nothing but register the nation's decrees, — both 
the reason and the feelings of the French were in &vor 
of having those decrees pronounced directly bj the peo- 
ple's own delegates. 
i A constitutional monarchy, therefore, was likely in 
: France, as it is likely in every other country in Conti- 
1 nental Europe, to be but a brief halt on the road from 
j a despotism to a republic. . But though a republic, for 
France, was the most natural and congenial of all the 
forms of free government, it had two great hinderances 
^ to contend with. One was the political indifference of 
1 the majority, — the result of want of education, and 
. of the absence of habits of discussion and participation 
] in public business. The other was the dsead inspired 
\ by the remembrance of 1793 and 1794 ; a dread which, 
though piuch weakened since 1830, did and does in 
some measure subsist, notwithstanding what was so 
promptly done by the Provisional Government to dis- 
connect the new republic from whatever was sanguinary 
in the recoUections of the old. These two causes pre- 
vented the French nation in general from demanding or 
wishing for a republican government ; and, as long as 
those causes continue, they will render its existence, even 
now when it is established, more or less precarious. 

The Provisional Grovemment knew this. They had 
no illusions. They were not blind to afiy of their diffi* 
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culties. The generation of which they were a part has 
. neither the ardent faith nor the boundless hope which 
belonged to the era of its predeoessorsi and which made 
it ea^ foran entire people to be transformed into heroes. 
It has been publidj stated, that of the eleven members \ 
of the Provisional (Government, thou^ all or nearly all 
were republicans, M. Ledra BoUin alone, before the 
24th of Febniary, thought that the dme had yet come/ 
for a republic ; and even he, it would appear, in reli- 
ance less on what the public sentiment already was 
than on what it might in his opinion be made. It will 
be the immortal glory of these men with posterity* that 
Aey did not need the illusions of political inexperience 
to make them heroes ; that, they could act out their 
opinions with calm determinadon, without exaggerating 
to thdr own minds the measure of success, the amount 
of valuable result, which probably awaited them. They 
might r^ret that the nation was not better prepared 
for the new rSgime; but, when the old had perished, 
it was not for them to dedde that the institutions of 
their own preference were too good for their coun- 
trjrmen, but to try whether a republican government, 
administered by sincere republicans, if it did not find 
the French people republicans, cotdd make them so. 

With this noble hope, the members of the Provisional 
Government, if intentions can be judged from acts, 
accepted the power which was thrust upon them ; and 
whoever passes judgment on their proceedings accord* 
ing to any other idea of the problem which lay bdbre 
them is an incapable appredator of the situation and its 
cxigen<7, and grossly unjust to the men. 

Never had any man, or set of men, suddenly raised to 
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power, a more complicated task before them* It was a 
more difficult achieyement in their case to goyem at all 
than in the case of almost anj other government to 
govern well. They were nominal dictators, without 
either soldiers or police whom thej could call to their 
assistance ; without even any organized body of adhe- 
rents. They were absolute rulerSi with no means of 
enforcing obedience. And they actually did rule Paris, 
for two whole months succeeding a revolution, by 
means of such obedience only as was given voluntarily. 
I This is the part of their conduct, which, to a certain 
extent, has had least injustice done to it, since it has 
commonly been admitted to have been a difficult and 
a meritorious achievement. But the unwilling acknowl- 
edgment of merit has stopped in generals: there is 
hardly one of the acts by which this great feat was 
accomplished,. that has not since been made a subject of 
reproach to them ; though not until the emergency had 
passed away, and conduct of which the whole benefit 
had been reaped could now be criticised at leisure* 
Lord Brougham, among others, cannot tolerate the 
speeches by which they calmed the popular efferves- 
cence, — speeches for which, at the time when they were 
made, the speakers were worshipped almost as gods by 
the frightened Parisian baurgeaiaie. One would have 
thought that men whose almost sole engine of govern- 
ment for months, which in times of revolution are ages, 
was the effect which they could produce by haranguing 
an armed populace; who had daily to persuade that 
populace to forego its demands, at the peril of their 
lives if it persisted in them ; and^who succeeded in that 
object, and kept the frame of govemn;ient in existence 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



\ 



30 THE FRENCH BETOLUTION OF 1^18 

until things became qtiiet, and anthority reramed its 
oonree, — mi^t daim some indulgence as to the means 
fcj whidi this truly wonderfiil success was attained. 
One haidlj expected to hear them taunted with fulsome 
flattery and mob-qrcophancy because they gave fair 
words to those whose good-will was all they had to 
dqpend on for preventing confiuion. One would have 
thou^t, too, that a people, or a populace if the term 
is preferred, who actually were induced, by fiur words 
alone, to make themselyes a voluntary police, and pre- 
serve such order in a great capital that the offences 
committed were fewer than in ordinary times, deserved 
some praise from their temporary rulers, and mi^t 
receive it without subjecting these to any imputation of 
time-serving. But Lord Brougham cannot admit that 
any praise can be due to a people who make barricades, 
and turn out a government. One of the most unworthy 
points in his pamphlet is the abusive tone and language 
into which he breaks out, every time that he has occa^ 
sion to speak of the working-classes ; of those among 
them, at least, who meddle in insurrections, or think 
they have any thing to do vrith the government except 
to obey it. ^ Babble,'^ ** dregs of the populace," 
"armed ruflians," are his expressions for the most intel- 
ligent and best-conducted laboring class, take it for all 
in all, to be found on the earth's surfiice, — the artisans 
of Paris. His determination to refuse them every 
particle of honor must be inveterate indeed, since he 
will not allow them even courage : he will not so much 
as admit that they actually fought I— the many hunn 
dreds of killed and wotmded being, it must be supposed/ 
the product of accident. ' 
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Even fidrer opponents than tbe pamphleteer, while 
giving deserved credit to the Provisional Grovemment 
for having overcome the tremendous difficulty of gov- 
erning and preserving order, have passed a severe judg* 
ment upon ihe measures of legislation and administration 
which were adopted by this temporary authority. Some 
of their acts are censured as exceeding the legitimate 
powers of a Provisional Government, and deciding 
questions which ought to have been reserved for the 
appointed representatives of the nation. Others are 
condemned as ill-judged and pernicious in themselves. 

How far these charges are merited, it will be easier 
to judge, if we place ourselves in the situation of 
these men, and endeavor to realize, in imagination, the 
demands which their position made upon them. 

What would have been the proper conduct of men, 
who, believing a democratic republic to be not only in 
itself the sole form of government which secures due 
attention to the interests of the great body of the com* 
munity, but also calculated to work weQ in their own 
country, — believing, however, that the majority of 
their countrymen were indifferent, and a great portion 
averse to it, — found th.emselves unexpectedly placed, 
by an insuirection of their own supporters, in a posi* 
tion in which it seemed in their power to direct, for 
some time to come, the current of events ? Were they 
to attempt nothing in fiivor of their own opinions? 
Were they to assume no initiative? Were they merely 
to keep things quiet, and in statu quo^ until the apathetic 
majorily could come together, and spontaneously deter- 
mine whether they would have what these, the leaders, 
thought the best ipstitutions, or what they regarded as 
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the wont? Were the noblest spirits and most enlight- 
ened min^s in the countiy to employ an opportunity, 
such as scarcely occurs once in a thousand years, m 
simply waiting on the whims and prejudices of the 
many? Were they, who, even on the showing of this | 
pamphlet, formed the only party which had fixed prin- \ 
ciples and a strong public spirit, to leave all to the 
dedsion of those who either had only mean and selfish 
objects, or had not yet acquired any opinions? Had 
they done so, they wotdd have deserved to be stigma- 
tized in lustory as the veriest cravens who ever marred 
by irresolution the opening prospects of a people. 

The democratic principles of these men forbade them 
to impose despotically, even if they had the power, 
thdr political opinions upon an unwilling majority, and 
compelled them to refer all their acts to the ultimate 
ratification of a freely and fiurly elected representative 
assembly. But the sovereignty of the whole people 
does not mean tiie passiveness of individuals, — the 
station of all impulse, of all guidance, of all initia- 
tive, on the part of thie better 'and wiser few. The more 
firmly resolved were these men to stand by the govern- 
ment of the majority, even if it did not adopt their opin- 
ions, the more incumbent was it on them to spare no 
pains for bringing over the majority to them. T Bidr geat 

/ task was to republi<*^ iyigA tJiA piiKliV miml ; to strive by 
air means, apart firom coercion or deception, that the 
coming election should produce an assembly of sincere 
rq>ublicans. And since this could not but, at the best, 
be regutded as doubtful, t^egjgggre jound, as fa r jm 
prudence permittedj^ tojidop(.4>rovisi^ally as jnany 

7 vahiable measures as posfliUe, — such measures as the 
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future AMemhljf though it might have hesitated to 
pass, would not perhaps venture to abrogate. Tliese 
two things the Provisional Grovemment did in some 
measure attempt ; and, though the enemies of popukr 
institutions have clamored against them as if thej had 
carried both these courses of action to the most abomi- 
nable extremities, posterity will have more reason, not 
for censure, but for regret, that thej did not venture fiur 
enough in either. 

Among their proceedings which aimed at the first 
object, that of republicanizing the nation, those which 
have been most commented on were the sending of the 
much-talked-of commissioners to the departments, and 
M. Ledru BolUn's and M. Camot^s fiunous bulletins 
and circulars. 

The deputation of commissioners into all parts of 
France, to explain what had taken place, to represent 
the new government, and supersede the authorities ap- 
pointed under the previous rigime^ seems so natural 
and indispensable a proceeding, that the storm of die- 
approbation which it encountered is only, a proof of the 
blind suspicion and distrust with which the provinces 
received all they did, and which was one of the greatest 
difficulties of their situation. Much scandal was given 
by an expression in M. Lednt BoUin's instructions to 
the commissioners, telling them that their powers were 
unlimited. . Was it not the very necessity of the case, 
that the authority of the Ph>viBional GK>vemment was 
for the time unlimited, that is, unfettered by any con- 
stitutional restraints? and could they have gone on 
without imparting to their sole representatives in the 
provinces, subject to responsibility to themselves, the 

VOL. ui. S 
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fiihesi of llieir own power? Noi the power i 
Eut die use made of it, is, in a time of lerofaifikm, die 
cnterion of n^A or wrong* xut PkorimoBel Goteij^ , 
meat knew ^t tbeae commiwnonwni, eo ridjcnlondy 
oompaied to the tenible proecmsok of the GonTeBtaon, 
weie in small danger of being tempted to an j ovcr- 
CKrtion of power. They knew that didr delegates, Hke 
thanwhres, dqiended on Tohmtaij obe&noe fer heing 
•Ue to ezerciae any power at all. These fennidable ' 
depots, who are painted in as fiig^btfol ecdots as if they 
bad carried with dbem a gnillotine em aaAulamoef were 
more than onoe simply taken fay the hand, and led out of 
the town on their way back to Paris. The selertion 
of penons fiir these appointments has also been mndi 
esrilled at. Lord Brong^iam levires the almost flaw 
gotten calnmny, that *^one of tus" (M. Ledni Boffin's) 
^conmussionen had been a felon, condemned to die gal- 
lejrs, and had nndeigone the pnnishment.'' Any one, 
who has taken as mnch pains to be in£Mmed as is inn 
pGed in merdy reading the Fiendi newspi^wrB, knows 
that the,4 w rse n a l luded faLJflg^BOt a defegate of the 
government or of M. Ledm Bollin, but of Ae dobs. 
Mistakes, no doubt, were made in the rapid adection of 
so great a nnmber of persons, in whom seal fiir the 
principles of the BqpuUic, being the most cssmtinl 
requisite, excluded many perMUS in odier respects digi- 
ble.' But the maligners of die IVoTisional Governmeat 
maj be dudlenged to deny, that the great majority of 
die sdedions did honor both to the dioosers aiftd to the 
ehooen ; that a large proportion acquired, in die £&• 
laets to whicih they were sent, great and wcDHmerited 
popularity , aoid coatribiited largdy to raDj ihoee parte 
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of France to the cause of the Bepublic ; that many are. 
now (or were, up to M. L^n Faucher^s recent ejectioii 
en masse) prefects, with general appi^val, of the de- 
partments to which they were delegated; and that, where 
errors had been committed, they were at once corrected 
as soon as brought to lij^t. 

As little ground is there for the imbittered denuncii^ 
tions against the circulars and proclamations. Two 
only of these documents gave cause for just criticism, «- 
the fSunous sixteenth bulletin, and M. Camot*s circular. 
The former was withdrawn on the very day of its ap- 
peahmce, and was afterwards dedared to have been 
published by the mistake of a derk ; the draft never 
having been seen or approved by the minister or by his 
secretary. M. Camot, in his celebrated Gircular,*though 
he expressed himself unguardedly, could never, by any 
candid reader, be supposed to mean any thing but what 
he has always declared that he did mean,— to iippress on 
those to whom the document wias addressed, that it was 
more important, at that particular juncture, that the 
assembly to be selected should consist of sincere repub- 
licans, than that it should contain the greatest possible 
number of lettered and instructed men ; he knowing, 
as he had good reason to know, that, in the greater 
part of France, most of those who had gained a repu- 
tation as men of letters and acquirements under the old 
rigime^ like most others who had thriven under that 
corrupt system, were not to be relied on by the new. 
It is fidse that M. Camot disparaged knowledge or 
panegyrized ignorance. He declared, on the contrary, 
that to make laws and a constitution was a task for the 
intellectual ilite of France. But were nine hundred 
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men of talent, nme hundred talkers, needed, or capable 
of being made nseftd, for snch a task? While thinking 
only of the exigencies of the moment, M. Gamot gave 
expression, perhaps unmtdnglj, to a great general truth. 
It is not the business of a numerous representative as- 
semUj to make laws. Laws are never well made but \ 
bj a few, — often best by only one. The office of a | ' 
representative body is, not to make the laws, but to see * 
that they are made by thc'right persons, and to be the < 
organ of the nation for giving or withholding its ratifi- I 
cation of them. For these functions, good sense, good ' 
intentions, send attachment to the prindples of free j 
govemmdit, are the most important requisites. Highly 
cultivated intellect is not essential, even if we could 
expect *to find it, in more than a select few ; and as for 
that superficial devemess, — that command of words, 
and skilful management of commonplaces, which pass 
for talemt and instruction on the hustings, at public 
meetings, and in sodety, — most really cultivated per- 
sons, we bdieve, are agreed in opinion, that, of this, all 
l^isladve assemblies have, and are likdy to have, a 
much greater abundance than at all conduces to the 
ends for which they purport to exist. 

When sudi are the worst things that can be charged 
against the Provisional Government, their conduct must 
indeed be free firom serious reproach. Li this pai^ 
ticular matter, — the management of the dections, — 
their behavior, in all that is known of it, will bear com- 
parison with that of any government in any country. 
ProbaUy no gOTemment that ever existed, certainly no 
French govenmient, practised so entire an abstinence 
from ill^timate influence — fix>m any employment what- 
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! ever of government influence — to procure eloctione in 

\ their own favor. It is not intended to claim merit fo^ 

L them on this account ; their principles required it : but 

I let it be said, that, under great temptations, they were 

' ( true to their principles. It is an unfortunate fact, that 

. I in many things besides this, had they been less disinter- 

i \c8ted, less upright, less determined to rely solely on the 

power of honesty, they would probably have effected 

'. more both for themselves and for their cause. It is 

because they persisted in their resolve to owe nothing 

to any other than fair means that they have been pre- 

l cipitated from power ; and, among many varieties of 

f cfdumny, hivve not escaped even those charges <from 

which dieir whole conduct had 1)ome the stamp of the 

most evident determination to keep free. 

It would be astonishing (if the impudence of par^ 
calumny could astonish any one) to observe what are 
the crimes of which the detractors of this noble body 
of men have accused, and are not ashamed still to 
continue accusing them. They are even now spoken 
of in newspapers as if their management of the elections 
had been something almost unexampled in ^rranny and 
turpitude ; and all this time neither a bribe nor a threat,' 
either to an elector or to a body of electors, has been 
proved, or it may almost be said alleged, against them. 
If the verdict of history was gathered ^m the' assei^ 
tions of cotehiporaries, what contempt would it inspire 
for the judgment of posterity* on eminent characters, 
when we find that these men have been charged individ- 
ually with embezzling money from' the treasury ; that 
even M. de Lamartine has thought it necessary, to lay 
before the public the details of his private fortune and 
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pecmiiaiy tnuoMctions, in order to eztmgiiish the slan- 
der bejond posnbilitj of revival I Not withoat canae : 
for, though malignity itself is not shameless enough any 
longer to repeat the charge against him personally, his 
exculpation has not liberated his colleague ; and there 
have appeared within these few weeks, in more than 
one English newspaper, articles in which the financial 
administration of the Provisional Gtoyemment has been 
spoken of as one mass of profligate malversation, 
lliere is nothing which the spirit that pursues these 
men>rould not dare to assert, when it can venture on 
this. One member of the Pirovisional Groyemment has 
been made a mark for greater inveteracy o{ assault than 
the rest, — M. Ledru Kollin. Everybody has heard 
scandalous stories concerning him; and, in his case, 
some of these were specific, and accompanied with 
names and circumstances. If those which did not enter 
into particulars had no better foundation than those 
which did, M. Ledru RolUn, as to pecuniaiy integrity, 
is the statesman of most unimpeachable character in 
Europe ; for every accusation of the kind that we ore 
acquainted with, whidi had any tangible character, was 
investigated by the Commission d'EnquSte, and dis- 
proved by the evidence of the persons alleged to have 
been connected with it. In England, his assailants, 
and those of his colleagues, seized the opportunity of 
the appearance of a mass of evidence which ihey knew 
nobody would read, to afikm (it must in charitjr be 
supposed, without having read it themselyes) that it 
substantiated all the fioating rumors of misconduct, and 
corered the members of the government with indelible 
cEsgrace. In France, it was felt even by their enemies 
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I 

I to have entirely fiuled of eUdting ihe disdosures wfaidi 

I bad been expected from it. M. Ledru BoUin instantly 

I rose many degrees in public estimation , and bas oocu- 

I pied, since those documents appeared, a position of 

I greater political importance than before. 

I . To speak now of those measures of the Provisional 

I Government which partook of a legislative character ; 

* for none of which Lord Brougham can find any other 

purpose than ** to retain the people's fevor." Assured- 

y ly, to retain that favor, at such a time, was as virtuous 

; an object, considering what depended on it, as any of 

! those which influence the course of legislation in ordi- 

i nary times. Yet if it is meant to be ctaid, that for the 

[ sake of the people's favor they performed one act« 

issued one single edict, which did not, in and for itself, 

commend itself to them as a thing fit to be done, the 

assertion is gratuitous, and in opposition to all that is 

known of the case. Many things were done hastily, to 

make sure of their being done at all ; some were done 

which it has since been necessary to undo ; but no one 

thing cai^ they be shown to have done, which was not 

such as, in their deliberate opinion, ought to have been 

done. 

Lord Brougham regards the immediate abolition of 
colonial slavery as a hasty measure, and beyond the 
powers of a Provisional Grovemment. Considering 
whfUk proved'to be the character of the National Assem- 
bly, who can say, if this great act of justice had been 
left for it to do, how long a time' would have passed 
before it would have found the leisure or the will to 
perform it? Finandal difficulties, which have gathered 
so heavily round the infimt BepuUic, would have been 
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ciKn^ of dtemadyeB to liaTe erased the postponemenl 
, of fmmapatkm, if it was to be preceded, not followed, 
bf eompeoaatiaa. Tlie gorenunent did at onoe ^Hial 
leqoiredto be ao done: tbej ainidc off tbe fottera of 
die dave, knowing, and becaoa e thef knew, tbat the 
act, onoe done, was irrevocaUe. Bj thus acting, tbej 
not ontf made sore firom the fint, that, whatercr dec 
I miglit h^ipen, some bnndreds of thooaands of hnmaii 

bebgs ehoold ha^e pennanent canae to bleas the Berolii- 
tioD, but arerted the chances of ciril war and maaeacn 
eanseqoent on the indefinite withholding, in soch dr- 
CDmstanoes, of so clear a right. The indemnification 
of the owners they left to ths future AseemUj ; bnl 
i^r M »narH M il the Freudi nation, as far as it was in the 
power of a goremment to o(»nmit them, to that act of 



Ijord Brongham talks also of ^their incredible decree 

i n^Wwg ' all judges hold oflke during pleasure, and by 

populio- election ; " thus phunng ''the admmistmtion of 

jagiSce in the hands of the popdaoe.'* After this 

positiTe aooertiony some persons may be surprised to 

be told that no such decree ever existed. What the 

writer 'wub oonGaaeSkj thinking about must have been 

^ ^^ wJiicb removed about half a dozen judicial 

faoedoomriea fiom oflbse, dedaring in the preamble 

Ifcat the ifuunovabflity of judges was inconsistent with 

««Wtoui priorfpJ"- 13Hy«nayhYebeen,sndwe 

tScthcr^'*!*, wrong m this; but the opmion IS one 

hMbrB large partum of the republican party; and 

..mm] of the beBt writcre on judidd eetablidunents, 

bod. i„ FflUKse -nd to Eni^««d, UTe motioned it b: 

iUr majority » 
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A more important subject than this is M. de Lamar- 
tine's circular to the diplomatic agents of the French 
Government, otherwise known as his ** Manifesto aux 
Puissances,'' dedaratory of the foreign policy of the new 
Republic. This has been made by Lord Brougham the 
occasion of an attack on M. de Lamartine, vriddtk sur- 
passes, in its defiance of fiict, almost every other speci- 
men of misstatement in this most uncandid pamphlet. 

The Provisional Grovemment, he all^;es, by -this 
manifesto, — 

** Held out the hand of feUowship to the insurgents of all 
nations. • • • M. Lamartine does not and he ctonot deny, 
that he assured the people of all other countries of assistance 
from France in case they should fail to work out by force 
their own emancipation; in other words, he promised that 
France would help aU insurgents who might be defeated by 
their lawful rulers in their rebellion against established au- 
Ihority. Beyond all question, this is the very worst thing 
that Fnuice has done; the most sinning against all principle, 
the most hurtful to herself and io the world.* 

In this style he continues for several pages, with the 
volume before him, or (as the context proves) fresh in 
his recollection, which, together with M. de Lanuirtine's 
defence of his administration, contains a reprint of 
every speech and every public document which proceed- 
ed from him during his ** three months in power.** Not 
one of these contains any thing resembling what M. de 
Lamartine, as the organ of the French Grovemment, is 
here charged with having said. 

The "^Manifesto aux Puissances" is, both in spirit 
and in letter, a declaration of the intention of the 
French Republic to remain at peace. The only pas- 
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Higes wbich admit of waj otter oonstniction shall be 
quoted at length, to leave no ezcoae for thoee who inaj 
imagiiie that what is ao poohhrely aaaerted, and, if fidae, 
may be ao eaaQy eonfiited, moat be tme* 

«Tbe tiealiea of 1815 no longer eziat as oUigatorf, in the 
opinion of the Ffeoeh Bepablio; bat the territorial boonda- 
ries fixed hj thoee treatieo are an existing fi^t, which the 
Bqmblic admits as a basis and a staitiiig-point in its rdations 
with other eonntries. 

^'Bnt while the treaties of 1815 no longer exist except as 
a httf to be modified hj common agreement; and while the 
BepoUic opeol J dedares that it has a li^t and a mission to 
arrive regularij and padficallj at such modificatioiiSy— the 
good sense, the moderalioo, the conscience, the pmdence^ of 
the BepnbKc exist, and are for Europe a better and more 
honorable gnaiaolj than the letter of those treaties which 
she hersdf has so often violated or modified.- 

''Applj' jooise!^ sir, to make this emancipation of the 
Bqpublic firom the treaties of 1815 undentood and admitted, 
and to point oat that this liberation is in no respect iraecon- 
cilable with the repose of Europe. 

^ We avow opcailj, that if the hmr of reeomdmeiion far 
eertaui opprtMaei mdUnuJiiU$ in Rtra^ 
iomtto have mnmiad in the deenei ofFmniitnea; if Switaer- 
land, oor fidtUhl aUj rince Francis L, were constnined or 
menaced in the movement which is taking place withm her to 
lend an addittonal force to her band of dcmoemtic gorem* 
menu I If the ^dependent States of Italj were invaded; if 
the attempt were made to impose limits or obstacles to their 
mtemal transformations, or to contest bj force of arms their 
right of alljing themselves with each other to consolidate a 
common coontiy,— the French Republic wouU coosidbr itself 
at libert J to take arms kx the protectioa of these legitimate 
I of growth and ofnationali^*'* 
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Coes this promise ^that France would help all insur- 
gents who might be defeated by thdr lawful rulers'*? 
Can the most perverse ingenuity find in the preceding 
words one vestige of a suggestion of such an intention? 
M. de Lamartine ckiimed for his country the right, 
according to its own discretion and judgment, to assist 
any nation which might be struggling toifree itself from 
the yoke of foreign conquerors. Assistance against 
foreignersi not against native rulers, was the only as- 
sistance of which the smallest mention was made ; and 
the first of the supposed cases, that of an extinguished 
nationality, was the only one which had any thing tq do 
with ^ insurrection,^^ even against foreigners. And in 
that there was not only no promise, but an express 
reservation to the French Grovemment to judge for 
itself whether the ^ hour of reconstruction *^ had arrived 
or hot. 

But it is not necessary to rely solely on the words of 
the manifesto. M. de Lamartine had the advantage, 
in this case, of being his own commentator. The 
manifesto was issued on the 4th of March. On the 
19th of that month, M. de Lamartine received a depu- 
tation of Poles, and a deputation of Irish on the 3d 
of the month following; Both these deputations asked 
for the succor which it is pretended that he had prom- 
ised to all who might be defeated in a ^rebdlion^ 
against ^ their lawful rulers.*' ' To both, all succor was 
refused. It is an abuse of the privilege of short memo- 
ry to have already forgotten declarations which made 
no little sensation when delivered, and had no slight 
influence on the subsequent course of events in Europe* 

To the Polos ho said, — 
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'^Tbe Republic 18 not at war, dther open or disgaised, with 
may existing govemmentSy so long as those governments do 
not declare themselves at war with France. The Republic 
will neither commit, nor voluntarilj suffer to be committed, 
aaj act of aggression and violence against tbe Germanic 
nations. • • • The Provisional Government will not allow its 
pdicj tor be altered bj a foreign nation, however greatlj we 
sympathise with 'it. We love Poland, Italj, all oppressed 
peoples ; but, above all, we love France, and we are responsi- 
ble for its destinies, and perhaps for those of Europe at the 
present moment. This responsibilitj we will resign to no 
one but to the nation itself. The Republic must not, and will 
sot,,act in contradiction to its professions: the credit of its 
word is at stake, and shall never be forfeited. What have we 
aaid in our ' Manifesto anx Puissances'? We said, thinking 
particulailj of you. Whenever it shall I4>pear to us that 
the Ume fixed bj Providence for the resurrection of a nation- 
ality unjustly blotted out from the map has arrived, we shall 
fly to its asttstance; but we have, with good right, reserved 
to Frsnce what belongs to her alone, — the appreciation of 
the hour, the moment, the justice, the cause, and the means 
by whidi it would be fitting for us to intervene. The means 
which up to this time we have chosen and resolved on are 
paofic^** ^ 

To the Irish, after expressing a warm sympathy with 
Irehuid aa identified with ^liberty courageously defend- 
ed againat privilege,** that is, with the conquests of 
peaceful agitation, he said,— 

' ^ Any other encouragements it would be improper for us 
togivcorfor you to receive. I have already said iidpropag 
of SwitaMriand, of Germany, of Belgium, and Italy. I repeat 
it In the case of every nation which has disputes to a<yust, 
withfa Itself or with its government. Those whose 
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own blood is not oonoemad in the affairs of m people are not 
free to interrene in its affidrs. We are of no partj, in Ire- 
land or elsewhere, except the party of justice, of liberty, and 
of the people's welAire. 

^ We are at peace, and we desire to remain in friendly and 
equal relations, not with this or the other portion of Great 
Britain, but with Great Britain itsel£ We think this peace 
useful and honorable, not only for Great Britain and the 
French Republic, but for the human race. We will do no 
act, speak no word, utter no insinuation, contradictory to the 
prindples of the reciprocal inviolability of nations, which we 
have proclaimed, and of which the Contintint is already reap- 
ing the fruits. The monarchy had its treaties and its diplo- 
matists : our diplomatists are peoples, and their sympathies 
are our treaties. We must be senseless to exchange this 
diplomaqr, in open daylight, for underhand and separate alli- 
ances with parties, even the most legitimate, in the countries 
which surround us. We have no title to judge them, nor to 
prefer one of them to another. Declaring ourselves friends 
of one would be proclaiming ourselves enemies of another. 
We do not desire to be enemies of any of your countrymen : 
we desire, on the contrary, to dissipate, by the loyalty of our 
republican word, the prepossessions and prejudices which may 
exist between our neighbors and ourselves.'' 
* 

Many will recollect (for much notice was taken -of 
it at the time) the passage which followed these last 
words ; declaring that he never would imitate the con- 
duct of Pitt, when, even during an acknowledged war, 
be abetted Frenchmen in carrying on in La Yendte an 
armed contest against their own countrymen. 

This contrast between what M. de Lamartine reaUy 
said on the subject of affording aid to foreign insur- 
rection^ and what it suits the author 6( the pamphlet 
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to make him saj, 8pea}c8 for itself without further 
comment. 

What was really new and peculiar in M. de Lamar- 
tine's manifesto, consisted, as has been seen bj the 
extracts, in two things. He repudiated the treaties of / 
1815 ; and he asserted a right, though without admit- 1 
ting an obligation, to afford militaiy aid to nations! 
attempting to free tfaemsdves from a foreign yoke. ' 

To discuss these fundamental points of M. de 
I^amartine's dedamtion in the manner which they de- 
aenre would require mudi more space than can be 
afforded to it. The topics are among the most delicate 
in political ethics: they are concerned with that nice 
question, the line which separates the highest right 
fiom the commencement of wrong ; where one person 
regards as heroic virtue what another looks upon as 
breach of fiuth, and criminal aggression. To one like 
Lord Brougham, who is ostentatiously and to his in- 
most core a man of the last century, M. de Laniar- 
tine's principles must naturally appear extremely 
scandalous. 

M. de Lamardne repudiated certain treaties. He 
dedared them no longer binding on France. Treaties 
are national engagements ; and engagements, when in 
diemsdves allowable, and made by persons who have 
a right to make them, should be kept : who ever 
denied it? But another thing must be admitted also, 
and always has been admitted by the morality and 
oonunon sense of mankind. This is, that engagements 
extorted by a certain kind imd measure of external 
fixice are not binding. This doctrine is peculiarly 
applicable to national engagements imposed by foreign 



yGoogk 



, AND ITS ASSAILANTS. 47 - 

armies. If a nation has, under compulsion, surren- 
dered its independence to a conqueror, or even sub- 
mitted to sacrifices of territory or dignity greater than 
according to general opinion could reasonably be im- 
posed, the moral sentiment of mankind has neyer held 
engagements of this sort to preclude the nation firom 
re-asserting its independence, or from agMn resorting 
to arms, in order that what had been lost by force 
might be recovered by force. On what other principle 
were Prussia and Austria justified in breaking their 
treaties with Napoleon after his disasters in Russia? 
This was the situation of France with respect to the 
treaties of 1815. They were imposed by conquest, 
and were agreed to and signed by an intrusive govern-, 
ment, while the territory of the nation was occupied by 
foreign armies. The nation did not consent to them 
for an equivalent advantage, but submitted to them 
because it was prostrate at the feet of the invaders, and 
had no power to refuse any thing which they might 
think fit to* demand. Such treaties are never Under-* * 
stood to bind nations any longer than they find it their 
interest to acquiesce in them. M. de Lamardne had 
no need to rest on the fact that these same treaties have 
been repeatedly remodelled, and in some cases actually 
violated, by others of the contracting powers ; as in the 
whole treatment of Poland, and remarkably in the very 
recent instance of Cracow. Nor is it even necessary 
to consider what the conditions of the treaties were, 
and to what extent they were diBhonorable or ii^jurious 
to France. Into this question M, de Lamartine did 
not profess to enter. He simply claimed the right of 
deciding it, as inherent in and never foregone, by 
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Fnuiee. He denied anj moral obligadon to keep the 
treaties; but he dieavowed any intention of breaking 
them. He accepted their territorial and other arrange 
ments as existing fiusts, to be modified onlj hj matual 
conseDty or by any of diose contingencies whidi in 
themselTes he deemed legitimate causes a£ war. If it 
was possible to haye assumed any attitude towards 
those treaties more just and lq;itimate» more moderate 
and dignified, more wisely uniting the renusertion of 
the nation's own proper freedom of action with the 
regard due to the just rights and security of its nei^ 
bors, the world will be obliged to any one who will 
point it out. 

But the doctrine, that one goremment may make 
war upon another to assist an opjMressed nationality in 
deliTeiing itself firom the yokel — this offends Lord 
Brougham more than every thing else. Such a breach 
of leoeiTed principles, such defiance of the law of 
nations, he finds no words too strong to designate. 
He dtn hardly think of any thing bad enough to com- 
pare it with. And it would be vain to deny, that in 
this he is backed by a large body of English opinion. » 
Men who profess to be liberal are shocked at the idea 
that the Elng of Sardinia should assist the MSanese 
in efiecting their emancipation. That they should 
assert their own liberty, might be endured; but that 
any one should help them to do it, is insupportable. 
It is dassed with any unprovoked invasion of a foreign 
coimtiy; the Fiedmontese, it would seem, not bemg 
feDow-countiymen of the people of Venioe and Milan, 
while the Groats and the Bohemians are. 
May we yentnie, once for all, to deny the whole 
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basiB of this edifying moral argumentation? To assist 
a people struggling for liberty is contnuy to the law 
of nations : Puffendorf perhaps does not approve of it ; 
Burlamaqui says nothing about it; it is not a casus 
belli set down in Yattel. So be it. But what is the 
law of nations? Something which, to call a law at all, 
is a misapplication of terms. The law of nations is 
simply tlie custom of nations. Jt is a set of interna- 
tional usages, which have grown up like other usages, 
partly from a sense of justice, partly from common 
interest or convenience, partly from mere opinion and 
prejudice. Now, are international usages the only land 
of customs, which, in an age of progress, are to be 
subject to no improvement? Are they alone to con- 
tinue fixed, while all around them is changeable? 
The circumstances of Europe have so altered during 
the last century, that the constitutions, the laws, the 
arrangements of property, the distinctions of ranks, 
the modes of education, the opinions, the manners, — 
every thing which affects the European nations sepa- "" 
rately and within themselves, — has changed so much, 
and is likely to change so much more, that, in no great 
lapse of time, they will be scarcely recognizable ; and is 
it in their collective concerns, their modes of dealing 
with one another, that their circumstances, their exi- 
gencies, their duties and interests, are absolutely un- 
changed? What is called the law of nations is as 
open to alteration, as properly and even necessarily 
subject to it when circumstances change or opinions 
alt^, as any other thing of human institution. 

And, mark, in the case of a real law, of any thing 
properly called a law, it is possible to maintain (how- 

VOL. III. 4 
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erer erronoous may be the opinion) that there is never 
any neoeantj for dLBobeying it; that it should be eon- . 
formed to while it exists, the alternative being open of 
endeavoring to get it altered. But in regard to that 
falsely called law, the law of nations, there is no such 
altemadve ; there is no ordinance or statute to repeal : 
diere is only a custom; and the sole wayof altering that 
is to act in opposition to it. A legidature can repeal 
laws ; but tiiere is no Congress of nations to set aside 
international customs, and no common force by which 
to nuJce the ^decisions of sudi a Congress binding. The ^ 
improvement of international morality can only take ; 
place by a series of violations of existing rules ; by a/ 
coiirae of conduct grounded on new principles, andl 
tending to erect these into customs in tiieir turn. 

Accordingly, new principles and practices are, and 
have been, continually introduced into the conduct of 
nations towards one another. To omit other instances, 
one entirely new principle was for the first time estab- 
lished in Europe, amidst general approbation, witiiin 
the last diirty years. It is, tiiat whenever two coun- 
tries, or two parts of the same country, are engaged in 
war, and the war either continues long undecided, or 
threatens to be decided in a way involving consequences 
repugnant to humanity or to the general interest, other 
countries have a right to step in, to settie among them- 
selves what they consider reasonable terms of accommo- 
dation ; and, if these are not accepted, to interfere by 
force, and compd the recusant party to submit to the 
m a ndate . This new doctrine has been acted on by a 
combination of the great powers of Europe in tluree 
cddxrated instances, — the mterference between Greece 
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and Turkey at NavarinOt between Holland and Belgium 
at Antwerp, and between Turkey and Egypt at St. 
Jean d'Acre. It is too late in the day, after tfiese preoe* 
dents, to tell us that nations may not forcibly interfere 
with one another for the sole purpose of stopping mis- 
chief and benefiting hamanity. 

Can any exigency of this sort be stronger— is any 
motive to sudi interference of a more binding char- 
acter — than that of preventing the liberty of a nation, 
which cares sufficiently for lib^y to have risen in arms 
for its assertion, from being crushed and trampled oat 
by tyrannical oppressors, and these not even of its own 
name and blood, but foreign conquerors? The cus* 
toms, or falsely called laws of nations, laid down in the 
books, were made for an age like that of Louis XIY., 
to prevent powerful and ambitious despots from swal- 
lowing up the smaller States. For this purpose they 
were well adapted. Bat the great interests of civilized 
nations in the present age are not those of territorial 
attack and defence, but of liberty, just government, 
and sympathy of- opinion. For this state of things, 
what is called the law of nations -was not made ; and in 
no state of things at all analogous to this has that 
so-called law ever been, in the smallest degree, attended 
to. There was once in Europe a time, when, as much 
as at present, the most important interests of nations, 
both in their domestic and in their foreign concerns, 
were interests of opinion: it was the era of the Refor- 
mation. Did any one then pay the least regard to 
the pretended principle of non-interference? Was not 
sympathy of religion held to be a perfectly sufficient 
warrant for assistmg anybody? Did not IVotestants 
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ttdProtjQBtaiito wberer^r thiqr were in danger firom their 

own govemmenta? IXd not CSatfacdios saj^ort all odier 

OidioBcB in gappreBgmg hereay? What xeligioiia tjrm- 

padUnirere llMm, political onea are noir: and eray 

liberal gOTermnent or people haa a right to aaaiit atmg- 

^ng Hberafiam, by mediation, by money, or by arma, 

wfaererer it can prudently do ao; aa erery deapodo 

gorenunent, when ita aid ia needed or aaked fiNT, nerer 

acropleB to aid deapotic gOTemmenta. 

A tew obeerraliona may be permitted on the extreme 
eonteoipt with whidi liord Brooj^iam denooncea what 
heeafla— 

*Tbat new-fimg^ prinapley that new qiecnlatfain in the 
li^htB of independent States, the aecnritf of neig^bboring gOT* 
enmientB, and indeed Uie happinesB of all nalionBy whicfa is 
lenned jyiitMNio%, adopted as a kind of nile lor the distri- 
botion of dominion. It seems," he says, ^U> be the notion 
preached bj the Paris school of the kw of nations and their 
Ibrdgn disciples, that one State has a ri^t to attad^ another, 
piorided, upon statistically or ethn<do(^cally examining the 
dasses and laoea of its sobjects, these are found to Taxy. 
These sages of the international law do not, like thrir pre- 
decessor BdbespieRe (of wbom thej con^Mse panegyrics), 
hold ezaetly that France may legally assail any sovereign 
who refeses to abdicate, and bestow npon his people the bless- 
21^ of lepnbliean anardiy ; bat they hold, that, if any sov- 
ereign has two dominions inhalnted by different races, Fnmos 
haa a rig^ to assist either m casting off bis anthority. She 
may intimate to >>t«p ^t lie can only oontinne to rdle orer 
the people who are lus co untrym en; or, if he was bom in 
neither tenitofy, that he must be put to hia election, and 
dkooae which he wifl give up, but cannot be auffoied to keep 
both.' 
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It 18 fkr fiom our intentiozi to defend or apologize for 
the feelings which make men reddess of, or at least 
indifferent to, the rights and interests of any portion 
of the human species save that which is called bj the 
same name, and speaks the same language, as them- 
selves* These feelings are characteristic of barbarians : 
in proportion as a nation is nearer to barbarism, it has 
them in a greater degree ; and no one has seen with 
deeper regret, not to say disgust, than ourselves, the 
evidence which recent events have afforded, that in the 
backward parts of Europe, and even (where better things 
might have been expected) in Germany, the sentiment 
of nationality so far outweighs the love of liberty, that 
the people 'are willing to abet their rulers in crushing 
the liberty and independence of any people not of their 
own race and language. But grievous as are these 
things, yet, so long as they exist, the question of nation- 
ality is practically of the very first importance. When 
portions of mankind, living under the same govern- 
ment, cherish these barbarous feelings; when they 
feel toward each other as enemies or as strangers, and 
indifferent to each other, — they are scarcely capable of 
merging into one and the same free people. They have 
not the fellow-feeling which would enable them to unite 
in maintaining their liberties, or in forming a paramount 
public opinion. The separation of feeling which mere 
difference of language creates is already a serious hin- 
derance to the establishment of a common freedom* 
When to this are added national or provincial antipo- 
des, the obstacle becomes almost insuperable. The 
government, being the only real link of union, is able, 
by playing off one race and people against another, to 
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rapproM the libcrtiei of nil • ITow oim a froo oonatitution 
establish itself in the Austrian Empire, when Bohemians 
are ready to join in putting down the libordos of Vien- 
nese^ when Croats and Servians are eager to crush 
HnnguisnSy and all unite in retaining Italy in slarery 
to tlidr common despot? Nationalitj is desirable as a 
means to the attainment of liberty ; and this is reason 
enough for sympathizing in the attempts of Italians 
to reconstitute an Italy, and in those of the people of 
Poeea to become a Poland. So long, indeed, as a peo- 
ple are incapable of self^yemment, it is often better 
for them to be under the despotism of foreigners than 
of natires, when those foreigners are more advanced in 
civilization and cultivation than themselves ; but when . 
their hour of freedom, to use M. de Lamartine's meta- 
phor, has struck, without their having become merged 
and blended in the nationality of their conquerors, the 
reoonquest of their own is often an indispensable con- 
dition, either to obtaining free institutions, or to the 
posaibility, were they even obtained, of working them 
in the spirit of freedom. 

There remains another measure of the Provisional 
Government, which opens a still wider field of difficult 
and important discussion than the preceding, — the 
recognition of the droit au travail; of an obligation 
on society to find work and wages for all persons will- 
ing and able to work, who cannot procure employment 
fiv themselves* 

This conduct of the Provisional Government will be 
judged differently, according to the ojanions of the per» 
son judging, on one of the most controverted questions 
of the time. To one class of thinkers, the acknowledge 
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mont of tlio dt*oii au U^avail tuny vovy naturally apjioar 
a portentous blunder ; but it is curious to see who those 
are that most loudly profess tliis opinion. It is singular 
that this act of the Provisional Oovcmment should find 
its bitterest critics in the journalists who dilate on the 
excellence of the Poor Law of Elizabeth ; and that the 
same thing should be so bad in France, which is per* 
fectly right, in the opinion of the same persons, for 
England and Ireland : for the droit au travail is the 
Poor Law of Elizabeth, and nothing more. Aid guar- 
anteed to those who cannot work, employment to those 
who can, — this is the Act of Elizabeth, and this the 

-. promise which it is so inexcusable in the Provisional 
Grovemment to have made to France. 

The Provisional Government not only offered no 
more than the promise made by the Act of Elizabeth, 
but offered it in a manner, and on conditions, fiir less 
objectionable. On the English parochial system, the 

■ law gives to every pauper a right to demand work, or 
support without work, for himself individually. The 
French Government contemplated no such right. It 
contemplated action on the general labor market, not 
alms to the individual. Its scheme was, that, when 
there was notoriously a deficiency of employment, the 
State should disburse sufficient funds to create the 
amount of productive employment which was wanting. 
But it gave no pledge that the State should find work 
for A or B. It reserved in its own hands the choice of 
its work-people. It relieved no individual £rom the 
responsibility of finding an employer, and proving his 
willin^ess to exert himself. What it tmdertook was, 
that there should always be employment to be found. 
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It 18 needless to enlarge on the incomparably less injari- 
oils influence of this intervention of the goyemment in 
fiiTor of the laborers collectively, than of the interven- 
tion of the parish to find employment in^lividually for 
every able-bodied man who has not honesty or activity 
to seek and find it for himself* 

The droit aa travail^ as intended by the Provisional 
Government, is not amenable to the commoner objec- 
tions against a Poor Law. It is amenable to the most 
fundamental of the objections, — that which is grounded 
on the principle of population. Except on that ground, 
f no one is entitled to find fault with it. From the point 
of view of every one who disregards the principle of 
population, the droit' au travail is the most manifest 
of moral truths, the most imperative of political obliga- 
tions. 

It appeared to the Provisional Grovemment, as it 
must appear to every unselfish and open-minded person, 
that the earth belongs, first of all, to the inhabitants of 
it ; that every person alive ought to have a subsistence, \ 
before any one has more ; that whosoever works at any 
usefiil thing ought to be properly fed and clothed before 
any one able to work is allowed to receive the bread of 
idleness. These are moral axioms. But it is impos- 
sible to steer by the light of any single principle, with- 
out taking into account other principles by which it is 
hemmed in. The Ph>viBional Government did not con- 
sider, — what hardly any of their critics have considered, 
—that, although every one of the living brotherhood 
of humankind has a moral claim to a phioe at the table 
provided by the collective exertions of the race, no one 
' of itnem has a right to invite additional strangers thither 
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without the consent of the rest. IF they dO| what is 
consumed by these strangers should be subtracted from 
their own share. There is enough and to spare for all 
who are bom ; but there is not and cannot be enough 
for all who might be bom : and, if every person bora is 
to have an indefeasible claim to a subsistence from the 
common fund, there will presently be no more than a 
bare subsistence for anybody ; and, a little later, there 
will not be even that. The droit au travail j therefore, 
carried out according to the meaning of the promise, 
would be a fatal gift even to those for whose especial 
benefit it is intended, unless some new restraint were 
placed upon the capacity of increase, equivalent to that 
which would be taken away. 

The Provisional Government, then, were in the right ; 
but those are also in the right who condemn this act of 
the Provisional Grovemment. Both have tmth on their 
side. A time will come when these two portions of 
tmth will meet together in harmony. The practical 
result of the whole tmth might possibly be, that all 
persons living should guarantee to each other, through 
their organ the State, the ability to earn by labor an 
adequate subsistence, but that they should abdicate the 
right of propagating the species at their own discretion, 
and without limit ; that all classes alike, and not the 
poor alone, should consent to exerdse that power in 
such measure only, and under such regulations, as society 
might prescribe with a view to the common good. But, 
before this solution of the problem can cease to be 
visionary, an almost complete renovation must take 
place in some of the most rooted opinions and feelings 
of the present race of mankind* The majority, both of 
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the uploUera of old things and of the apostles of new, 
seem at present to agree in the opinion, that one of the 
moet important and responsible of moral acts, that of 
giving existence to human bdngs, is a thing respecting 
\rliidi there scarcelj exists anj moral obligation, and 
in "vrhich no person's discretion ought on anj pretence 
to be interfered with, — a superstition which will one 
day be regarded with as much contempt as anj of the 
idiotic notions and practices of sayages. 

The declaration of the droit au iravail was followed 
by the creation of ateliers noUionaux; which, indeed, 
was its necessary consequence ; since, in the great fall- 
ing-off of emploTment through the industrial stagnation 
consequent on the Bevolution, it would neither have 
been honorable nor safe to make no commencement of 
fulfilling the promise given, and circumstances did not 
allow of improvising any better mode of temporaiy 
employment for the destitute. Some^ suA measure 
would have been necessary after any reyqlution. In 
1830,' large sums were expended in setting the unem- 
ployed to work. It was the misfortune, not the fimlt, 
of the Provisional Grovemment, that the numbers re- 
quiring employment were so much greater than at any 
former period, and that the other circumstances of the 
case were such as to render the creation of these ateliers 
eventually the greatest calamity of the time ; since it 
soon became impossible to provide funds for continuing 
them, while the first attempt to dissolve them was likely 
to produce, and did in fact produce, the outbreak in . 
June. 

It was not the M of the monarchy, or the foundation 
of the republic, that caused the complete temporary 
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parolTBis of indiwtry and oommeroe : it was the appear- 
ance on the stage of the unexpected and indefinitelj 
dreaded phenomenon of Socialism ; and it was owing 
to the difiusion of Socialism among a portion of the 
laboring classes, that the first step towards the abolition 
of the ateliers na^tonaua became the signal for a de- 
termined attempt, by a large section of the workmen of 
Paris, to follow up the Bepublican Bevolution by a 
Socifdist one. 

Let us here stop to consider what this new phenome- 
non termed Socialism is, in itself, and in its conse- 
quences. 

Socialism is the modem form of the protest, which 
has been raised more or less, in all ages of any mental 
activity, against the unjust distribution of social advan- 



No rational person wQl maintain it to be abstractedly 
just, that a small minority of mankind should be bom 
to the enjoyment of all the extemal advantages which 
life can give, without earning them by any merit or 
acquiring them by any exertion of their own, while the 
immense majority are condemned from their birth to a 
life of never-ending, never-intermitting toil, requited by 
a bare, and in general a precarious, subsistence. It is 
impossible to contend that this is in itself just. It is 
possible to contend that it is expedient : since, unless 
persons were allowed not only to retain for themselves, 
but to transmit to their posterity, the accumulated firuits 
of their exertions and of their favorable chances, they 
would not, it may be said, produce; or, if they did, 
they would not preserve and accumulate their produo- 
tions. It may also be said, that to deny to people the 
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control of what 'they haye thus produced and accumu- 
lated, and compel them to share it with thoae* who, 
either through their fault or their misfortune^ have 
produced and accumulated nothing, would be a still 
greater injustice than that of which the levelleni com- 
plain ; and that the path of least mjustice is to rec- 
ognize individual property and individual rights of 
inheritance. 

This is, in few words, the case which die existing 
order of society can make out against leindllers. The 
levellers of the present day, with few exceptions, ac- 
' knowledge the force of these arguments ; and are by 
this disdngmshed £rom all former oppon^ts of the law 
of property, and constituted, not levellers in the original 
sense of the word, but what ihej term themselves, -— 
Socialists. 

We grant (they say) that it would be unjust to take 
from individual capitalists the fruits of their labor and 
of their frugality. Neither do we propose to do so. 
But capital is useless without labor; and, if capital 
belongs to the capitalists, labor belongs, by at least as 
sacred a right, to the laborers. We, the laborers, are/ 
at Hberty to refuse to work, except on such terms as we | 
please. Now, by a system of co-operation among our- f 
selves, we can do without capitalists. We could also, j 
if we had feir play from laws and institutions, carry on 
productive operations with so much advantage, to our 
joint benefit, as to make it the interest of capitalists to 
leave their capital in our hands ; because we could offer 
them a sufficient interest for its use ; and because, once 
able to work for themselves, no laborers of any worth 
or efficiency would labor for a master ; and capitalists 
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would have no means of deriving an income firom their 
capitals, except hj introating diem to the associated 
work-people. 

The system of co-operative production, thus estab- 
lished, would cut up bj the root the present partial 
distribution of social advantages, and would enable the 
produce of industry to be shared on whatever principle, 
whether of equality or inequality (for, on this point, 
different schools of Socialists have different opinions), 
might appear to the various communities to be just and 
expedient. Such a plan would, in the opinion of 
Socialists, be so vast an improvement on the present 
order of society, that the government, which exists for 
the good of society, and especially for that of the suffer- 
ing majority, ought to &vor its introduction by every 
expedient in its power; ought, in particular, to raise 
funds by taxation, and contribute them in aid of the 
formation of industrial communities on the co-operative 
principle : which funds it is not doubted that the success 
of the scheme would enable, in a few years, to be paid 
back with interest. 

This is Sodalism ; and it is not obvious what there 
is in this system of thought to justify the frantic terror 
with which every thing bearing that ominous name is 
usuaDy received on both sides of the British Cihannel. . 

It really seems a perfectly just demand, in the present 
circumstances of France, that the government should 
aid with its funds, to a reasonable extent, in bringing 
into operation industrial communities on the Socialist 
principle. It ought to do so, even if it could be cer- 
tain beforehand that the attempt would fail ; because the 
operatives themselves cannot possibly be persuaded of 
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ibkf except by trial ; because they will not be persuaded 
of it until every thing possible has been done to make 
the trial successful ; and because a national experiment 
of the kind, by the high moral qualities that would be 
elicited in the endeavor to make it succeed, and by the 
instruction that would radiate firom its failure, would be 
an equivalent for the expenditure of numy millions on 
any of the things which are commonly called ** popular 
education.'' 

At all events, this view of the subject was the only 
one which could be practically taken by the Provisional 
' Government* Th gy h ad ..been made j| government 
du^jLlQr.ihfi..iv(>rkmg-classes of Paris. A majority of • 
& active members of those classes, including most of 
their l^era, were, deeply imbued with Socialist prin- 
ciples and feelings: to_&eai.iijcep];ibJican revolution, 
which ndther did nor attempted any thing for Sodalism, 
would have been a disappointment and a deception, 
wEicE they would have resented ^tli' arms in their 
hands. The Provisional Grovemment, therefore, did 
what any government,, situated as they were, must have 
done : they associated with themselves, in the supreme 
authority, two of the Socialist chiefs, — M. Louis Blanc 
and M« Albert, And, things not being ripe for the 
adoption of practical measures of a SodaUst character, 
they did the only thing which could be done: they 
opened an arena for the public discussion of the prob- 
lem ; and invited all competent persons, under the aus- 
pices of the government, to contribute their ideas and 
suggestions towards its solution. 

This was die origin of the conferences at the Luxem- 
bourg; which, both in themselTes, and in respect of 
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the connection of the Provisional GoTerament with 
them, have been the subject of such boundless misrepre- 
sentation. The prominent featureof those conferences 
consisted of the Socialist speeches of M. Louis Blanc ; 
of whom Lord Brougham asserts, that he has fled to 
England ^ to avoid bdng judged bj enlightened free- 
men for endeavoring to make his Bepublic more bloody 
than it has been since 1794/' The accusation is as 
devoid of truth as his charge against the Montague 
party in the Assembly, of ** panting for the guillotine 
as an instrument of government.'' M. Louis Blanc is 
not even accused, officially, of being concerned in the 
insurrection of June, — the prosecution against him 
having reference solely to the afiair of May, in which, 
though the National Assembly was turbulently invaded, 
** blood," at all events, was neither shed nor thought 
of; and, even as to this, his defence before the Commis- 
sion d'Enqudte appears conclusive. But with regard ' 
to his speeches at the Luxembourg, so far as these have 
been published (and it has never been pretended that 
any thing has been kept back which would make a 
contrary impression), nothing could be less inflamma- 
tory and provocative than his tone, nor more sober and 
reasonable than every suggestion which he propounded 
for immediate adoption. In fact, he proposed nothing 
more than that degree of aid by government to the 
experimental establishment of the co-operative system 
of industry, which, even if the fi&ilure were total, would 
be a cheap price for setting the question at rest. Far 
from stirring up the people to a Socialist insurrection, 
every thing proves him to have felt, that, of all things 
that could happen, an insurrection Uke that of June 
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would be the most niinous to the immAHi'at^ prospects 
of his catwe* 

It wu fiom no inherent tendenqr in the principles 
or teaduDg of the Sodalist chiefs that this insurrection 
broke oat. It arose from the suddenness and unex-^k 
pectedness of the Bevolution of February, which,\ 
being effected mainlj bj Socialists, brought Socialist; 
opinions into a position of apparent power, before the 
minds of the community generally were prepared for I 
the situation, or had begun seriously to consider this 
great problem. Hence hopes were excited of an im- 
mediate practical realization, when nothing was yet 
ripe, — when discussion and explanation had nearly all 
their work to do ; and, as soon as the first inevitable 
retrograde steps were taken, the frustration of prema- 
ture hopes provoked a fatal collision. 

If the Bevolution of February should yet disappoint 
the glorious expectations which it raised, this collision 
will be the cause. It has divided the sincere Bepub-'A 
licans, already a small minori^, into two parties, at 
enmity with one another. It has alienated from the . 
only Republican party which has any dements of sta- ] 
hHitj the greater part of the effective strength of die , 
democnu^ ; and it has filled the bourgeoxHe with such ; 
insane terror at the bare thought of great social 
changes, that the most beneficent projects share the 
discredit of the most perilous, and they are ready to 
throw themselves into the arms of any government 
which will firee them firom the fear of a second Socialist 
inraneetion. These things are lamentable; but the 
fiOality of dreumstanoes, more than the misoonduct of 
mdindnalst is responsible for fhem. 
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If we are now aaked whether we agree in the antioi- 
pations of the Socialists ; whether we believe that their 
co-operative associationB, at all events in the present 
state of education, would maintain their ground against 
individual competition, and secure an adequate amount 
of the fruits of industry, combined with a just repar- 
tition of them, — our answer must be, that we do not. 
It is highly probable, that, among a great number of 
such experiments, some would succeed, while under the 
influence of the zeal and enthusiasm of the first 
founders. And, in the face of the evidence which ex- 
perience affords that mankind may be made capable of 
almost any thing by a persevering application of ther 
power of education in one direction, it would be too 
much to affirm that a time can never come when the 
scheme of Owen and of Louis Bhmo — of a worid 
governed by public spirit, without needing the vulgar 
incentives of individual interest — will possess a fea- 
sibility which cannot be accorded to it now. 

But, in proportion to our distrust of the means 
which Socialists propose for correcting the unjust in- 
equalities in the lot of mankind, do we deem it incum- 
bent on philosophers and jpolitidans to use their utmost 
endeavors for bringing about the same end by an 
adaptation of the existing machinery of socie^. We 
hold with Bentham, that equally, though not the sole 
end, is one of the ends, of good social arrangements ; 
; and that a system of institutions which does not make 
jthe scale turn in favor of equality, whenever this can 
be done without impairing the security of the property 
' which is the product and reward of personal exertion, 
is essentially a bad government, — - a government for the 

VOL. III. 6 



ibyGoogk 



66 THE TSaSSCa BEYOLimON OF 1818 

fi*Wy to the injuiy of the many. And the admiration 
and sympadiy which we feel for the glorious band who 
composed the Proviuonal Goyemment, and for the 
partjr which supported them, is grounded, above all, on 
the ffust that thej stand openlj identified with this prin- 
ciple, and have in all way^ proved their sincere devo- 
tion ^ it. As an exemplification, we extract a few 
paragraphs firom M* de Lamartine's **HiBtoiy of the 
Girondists,'* written before the Fdbruarjr Bevolotion 
was thought of; paragraphs worthy of the noble con- 
dact which has immortalized their illustrious writer, 
and to be taken as the creed of an earnest and rational 
Sodal Beformer on the questions connected with prop- 
erty and the distribution of wealth : — 

''An equal repartition of instruction, of fitculties, and of 
the things given by nature, is evidently the legitimate ten- 
dency of the human mind. Foanders of revealed religion, 
poets and sages, have eternally revolved this idea in their 
souls, and have held it up in their Paradise, in their dreams, 
or in their laws, as the ultimate prospect of humanity. It is, 
then, an instinct of justice in the human mind. « • . What- 
ever tends to constitute inequalities of instruction, of rank, 
of condition, of fortune, among mankind, is impious : what- 
ever tends gradually to level these inequalitieis which are 
often iigustices, and to share more equitably Uie common 
heritage among mankind, is religions. All policy may be 
judged by this test, as a tree by its fruits. The ideal is but 
truth at a distance. 

^Bot the snblimer an ideal, the more difiicult it is to 
realise in institutions on the earth. The difficulty up to this 
time has been, to reconcile with equality of goods the in- 
equalities of vhrtues, of fiiculties, and of exertions, which 
i mankind from one another. Between the active 
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and the inert, equalitj of goods is an injoBtioe; for tlie one 
produces, and the other merelj consumes. In order that this 
communitj of goods maj be just, we most suppose in an 
mankind Uie same conscience, the same application to labor, 
the same virtue. This supposition is chimericaL What 
social order can rest solidlj upon such a falsehood? Of two 
things, one: society, eveiywhere present and ever^rwhere 
infallible, must be able to compel every individual to the 
same labor and the same virtue ; but, then, what becomes of 
liberty? Society, on this footing, would be univexsal shivery. 
Or else society must distribute daily with its own hands, to 
each according to his works, a share essactly proportioned to 
the kbor and the services of each in the general association. 
But, in that case, who is to be the judge ? 

^Imperfect human wisdom has found it easier, wiser, and 
more just, to say to every one, * Be thy own judge ; take to 
thyself thy own recompense by thy riches or thy indigence.' 
Society has established property, has proclaimed the freedom 
of labor, and has legalised competition. 

^ But property, when established, does not feed those who 
possess nothing. But freedom of labor does not give the 
same means of labor to him who has only his hands, and to 
him who possesses millions of acres of the earth's surface. 
But competition is the code of egoism ; a war to the death 
between those who work, and those who give work; those 
who sell, and those who buy ; those who revel in abundance, 
and those who starve. Injustice on all hands I Incorrigible 
inequalities of nature and of law I The wisdom of the legis* 
later s«ems to lie in palliating them one by one, generation by * 
generation, law by law. He who seeks to correct every thing 
by one stroke shatters every thing. Possibility is the neces- 
sary condition of poor human wisdom. Without pretending 
to resolve complicated iniquities by a single solution,— to 
correct without intermission, to be always ameliorating^ is 
the justice of imperfect beings like us. • . . Time seems to be 
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QDe of the dements even of truth itself: to demand the ulti- 
mate truth from one moment of time, is to demand ftom the 
nature of things more than it can give. Impatience creates 
ittosions and ruins instead of truths. Delusions are truths 
gathered before their time. The Christian and philosophic 
Gommnnit7 of the good things of the earth is the ultimate 
social truth: the delusions are the violences and the systems 
bj which hitherto men have vainly ima^^ned that thej could 
establish this truth, and organise it into institutions.'' 

Although not necessary for the main purpose of the 
present article, — the vindication of the Bevoludon of 
VAnuary^ and of its leading characters, against sjs- 
tematid misjudgment and misrepresentation, — it is not 
brrelevant to offer a few pages of comment on the ad- 
vice tendered to France, in Lord Brougham's pamphlet, 
respecting the formation of a Constitution. 

This advice is prefiiced bj a veiy plain intimation 
that it is useless, — grounded on the commonplace of 
essayists and review^v, that a Constitution cannot be 
made. "Laws are made: codes and constitutions 
grow. Those that grow have roots : they bear, they 
ripen, they endure. Th<ise that are fashioned are like 
painted stidn planted in the ground, as I have seen 
trees of liberty : they strike no root, bear no fruit, and 
swiftly decay ."^ 

We have never been able to see in this trite dictum 
any thing more than a truism exaggerated into a para- 
dox. Stripped of its metaphorical language, it amounts 
to this, — that political institutions cannot work well, 
or sttbeirt durably, unless they have existed as customs 
before they were enacted as laws. No one can be 
insensible to the advantage in point of security for 
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stabilitjy possessed bj laws which merelj annex posi- 
tive sanctions to usages which the people had aheady 
adopted before the legislature recognized them; such 
as our mercantile law, grounded on the customs of mer- 
chants, to which the courts of justice gradually gave 
legal validity. But this, so far as it is true at all, is as 
true of any other laws as of political institutions, and 
as true of a single law as of a code. Why, then, confine 
it to codes and constitutions? Of codes and constitu- 
tions, no more than of single laws, is this pre-ezistcnce 
as custom, however advantageous to stability, a neces- 
sary condition of it. What is necessary is, that they 
should not violently shock the pre-existing habits and 
sentiments of the people ; and that they should not 
demand and presuppose qualities in the popular mind, 
and a degree of interest in, and attachment to, the 
institutions themselves, which the character of the peo- 
ple, and their state of civilization, render unlikely to be 
really found in them. These two are the rocks on 
which those usually split, who, by means of a temporary 
ascendency, establish institutions alien from, or too much 
in advance of, the condition of the public mind. The 
founders of the English Commonwealth failed for the 
first reason. Th^ republicanism offended the taste for 
kingship and old institutions: their religious freedom 
and eq^iality shocked the attachment to PreUcy or P^res- 
byterianism, which then were pervading principles in 
the majority of the nation. Charlemagne's attempt to 
construct a centralised monarchy amidst the distraction 
and anarchy of the eighth century fisiiled for the other 
of the two reasons specified. Its success would have 
required, both in the governors and the governed, a 
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more eoItiTatcd intelligence, a greater comprehension 
of large views and extended intereets, than existed or 
was attainable in that age, save bj eminentlj exoep- 
tional individuals like CSharlemagne himself. If the 
establishment of republicanism in France should turn 
out to be prematnre, it will be for the latter reason. 
Although no popular sentiment is shocked bj it, the 
event maj prove that there is no sufficient attachment 
to it, or desire to promote its success, but a readiness 
to sacrifice it to any trivial convenience, personal e9i-/ 
ffouementf or dream of increased securily. ■ 

Lord Brougham cannot enter on the subject of the 
French Constitntion, without rebuking the Assembly 
for the indifference thej have shown to this their ap- 
pointed work. 

** Thej seem onlj able to consider, with any interest, per- 
sonal qoestioDS or par^ questions ; or (if thej deviate into 
nkMS general views) sodal questions, as the language of the 
daj tenas them. Such are the onlj discussions in which the 
NatkNial AvemUj appears to have taken a deep interest 
With the work of framing a Oonsiitution, thej have, as jet, 
troubled themselves but little; althou^ their sittings have 
lasted well-nigh six months, at the cost to the people of a 
pound a daj to each of the nine hundred members." 

These sentences weri^,. of course, written before the 
public discussions on the Constitution had commenced ; 
but that does not excuse omiBsion to take notice of the 
fiict, that the work of framing the Constitution was 
gomg on uninterruptedlj, and with still greater activilj, 
in 'the five months which preceded, than in the two 
wUeh were occujaed bj, those public discussions. One 
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of the earliest acts of the Assembl j was the nomination 
of a oommittee of thirty of its ablest members to frame 
the draft of a Constitution. The draft, when framed^ 
was the subject of minute examination and discussion, 
with closed doors, — but of which reports reached the 
newspapers, — in eveiy one of the fifteen bureaux of 
the Assemblj ; after which the bureaux elected another 
committee, to be associated with the first oommittee in 
revising the original scheme, and framing a second 
draft, with the lights derived from the discussion : so 
that, when the day arrived for taking this second draft 
publidj into consideration, the work of framing the 
Constitution was, in realitj, finished. It had received 
the benefit of the best light, of the best wisdom, of the 
Assembly : it was well known how the votes of the Aa* 
semblj would go, on all disputable points of considera- 
ble moment ; and litde remained for the public discus- 
sion to do, except to send forth the ailments of the 
majority, and the objections and protests of the minori- 
ty, to their constituents and to the world. Is not this 
the way in which a Constitution should be made? Are 
not all Constitutions, and all laws of any value, the 
work of a few select minds in the first instance, then 
discussed and canvassed with a greater number, and 
finally ratified by the many? 

The Constitution thus made, and now solemnly pro- 
claimed and adopted, is such as the ideas and the degcee 
of instruction of the age and nation permitted it to be. 
Of all charges, that to which it is the least obnoxious 
is the trivial one of introducing new " theoretical ** prin* 
(»ples. There is m it a remarkable absence of whia, ia 
Lord Brougham's eyes, is so great a fiuilt in a political 
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CVnisdtutioiif — originid ideas. There la not a principle 

oriprovisiiHi in it that is not fiuniliar to the public 
mind. It is, in fact, a digest of the elementary doctrines 
of representadye democracy. To those who disapproTe 
of democracy, it is, of course, unacceptable ; but, that 
being gnmted as the indispensable datum firom which the 
fiiunen of the Constitution were not at liberty to depart, 
any fSudt which can be found with their work, on the 
ground of a defidenqr of checks to the preponderance 
of popular will, must be set down to the account, not of 
new theories, but of the want of them. The presence 
of such checks, not their absence, would have been the 
noreltjr in Constitution-making. That would really 
hare been the introduction of a principle new in demo? 
cratic Constitutions, and for which no foundation was 
laid in the national mind. 

Lord Brougham has condescended to bestow upon 
these unapt scholars his Tiew of some of the essential 
requitttes of a popular Constitution. Urst among these 
is the ancient device, or rather accident, of two Legis- 
latiTe Chambers. How unsuited this contrivance would 
be to the state of the French mind, may be known from 
the fiu^, that, although supported by some of the most 
individually influential of French orators and politicians, 
it has been rejected by a larger majority than any of 
the odier conservative amendments that have been 
proposed ; and has numbered among its opponents the 
greater part of that large party, in the Assembly, which 
caDs itself Moderate, and is called by others Anti-re- 
pabHcan. 

The arguments for a second Chamber, when looked 
at horn one point of Tiew, are of great force; being 
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so other than the irreektible argoments for the neoes- 
Aty or expediency of a principle of antagonism in 
gocietj, — of a counterpoise aomewhere to the prepon- 
derant power in the State. It aeema hardly possible 
that there should be permanently good government or 
enlightened progress without such a counterpoise. It 
may, however, be maintained, with considerable appear- 
ance of reason, that the antagonism may be more 
beneficially placed in society itself than in the legisla- 
tive organ which gives effect to the will of society ; that 
it should have its place in the powers which form pub- 
lic opinion, rather than in that whose proper function 
is to execute it; that, for example, in a democratic 
State, the desired counterbalance to the impulses and 
will of the comparatively uninstructed nuuiy lies in a 
strong and independent organization of the class whose 
special business is the cultivation of knowledge ; and 
will better embody itself in Universities than in Sen- 
ates, or Houses of Lords. 

A second Giamber, howsoever composed, is a serious 
hinderance to improvement. Suppose it constituted in 
the manner, of all others, least calculated to render it 
an obstructive body; suppose that an Assembly of 
(say) six hundred persons is elected by universal suf- 
frage, and, when elected, divides itself, as under the 
French Directorial Constitution, into two bodies, — say, 
of three hundred each. Now, whereas, if the whole 
body sat as one Chamber, the opposition of three hun- 
dred persons, or one-half of the representatives of the 
people, would be required to throw out an improve- 
ment, — on the system of separate deliberation, a 
hundred and fifty, or one-fourth only, would suffice. 
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Without doubt, the division into two fleetions, which 
would be ft hinderance to uaefiil changes, would be a 
hindenmoe also to hurtful ones ; and the anrangcment, 
therefore* must be regarded as beneficial bj those who 
think that a democratic Assemblj is more likelj to 
make hurtful than useful chai^ges. But this opinion 
both historical and daily experience contradicts. There 
cannot be a case more in point than this yeiy instance 
of France. The National Assembly was chosen in the/ 
crisis of a revolution by a sufBrage including all th€ 
laboring men of the community; the doctrines of c 
anbyersive character which were afloat were peculiarlj 
fayorable to the apparent interests of laboring men ^ 
yet the Assembly elected was essentially a conservatiy< 
body ; and it is die general opinion, that the legiskture 
now about to be elected wiU be still more so. The 
great majority of mankind are, as a general rule, tena- 
cious of things existing : habit and custom predominate 
with them, in almost all cases, over remote prospects 
of advantage ; and, however popular may be the Consti- 
tution, in the oidinaiy course of its working, the diffi- 
culty is, not to prevent considerable changes, but to 
accomplish them even when most essentially needfid. 
Any systematic provision in the Constitution to render 
dianges difficult is therefore worse than superfluous : it 
is injurious. 

It is true, that, in the times which accompany or 
immediately follow a revolution, this tendency of the 
luunan mind may be temporarily and jMurtially reversed ; 
partially, we say; for a people are as tenacious of old cus- 
toms and ways of thinking in the crisis of a revolution 
as at any other time» on all pomts except those on which 
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they iiAve become stronglj excited bj a perception of 
evils or grierances, — thoee, in fact, on which the revo- 
lution itself turns* On sudi points, indeed, there may 
easily arise, at those periods, an ardor of ill-considered 
change ; and it is at such times, if ever, that the check 
afforded by a second or conservadve Chamber might be 
beneficial. But these are the times when the resistance 
of such a body is practically null. The very arguments 
used by the supporters of the institution to make it 
endurable assiune that it cannot prolong its resistance 
in excited times. A second Chamber, which, during a 
revolution, should resolutely oppose itself to the branch 
of the legislature more directly representing the excited 
state of popular feeling, would be infallibly swept away. 
It is the destiny of a second Chamber to become inope- 
rative in the only cases in which its effective operation 
might have a chance of producing less harm than good. 
/ If these observations are correct (and we give them 
only for what they are worth), there is no reason to 
regret the decision by which the Constituent Assembly 
. of the French Bepublic has rejected the principle of a 
double legislature. The same considerations serve to 
j justify their adoption of what is termed universal suf- 
frage. Lord Brougham himself admits that the operas 
rion of universal sui!rage has hitherto proved very 
different from what its enemies had anticipated. If a 
suffrage extending to every adult male of the commu- 
nity produces, and is likely to produce, a legislature 
more justly chargeable with too conservative than with . 
too innovative a spirit, what would it have been, if, by a 
tax-paying or other property qualification, the demoo- 
racy of Paris, Lyons, and other large towns, had been 
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cxduded from its share of influenoe? Lord Brongfaam 
repaJMf along with other trite and gone-bj observations 
on the flpcial condition of France, that veiy common- 
place one, that Paris is France. It is true, that from 
the poKtical passiveness of the mf^jority of the Frondi 
poople, and the habit of looking to the govemment as 
the sole arbiter of all political interests, the provinces 
of Franco usually submit readily to any existing gov- 
enunent; but it is not now true, whatever it may have 
been formerly, that the provinces follow blindly the 
opinion of Paris : they might more truly be said to be 
nnreasonably jealous of Parisian influences. Paris, j 
with a few of the larger towns, is almost the sole 
dement of progress which exists, politicaUy speaking, 
in France : instead of having too much power, it has 
&r less than in proportion to its immense superiority in 
political education and intelligence. Its power is never 
preponderant but when its insurrectionary dement is 
brought into play ; and this recdved a blow in June • 
last, whidi has laid it prostrate for some time at; 
least. • 

Hie remainder of Lord Brougham's advice to the 
Frendi people on constitutional subjects is, that they 
should have an effident executive, widi power promptly 
to suppress any attempt at disturbance, — a point in 
iduch, in the present temper of the French, they are 
not likdy to be found defident; and, lastly, that the 
legislature should be nothing but a legislature, and 
should not, by itself attempting to administer, usurp 
die funcdons of the executive. On tins kst topic. 
Lord Brougham's observations, as fiur as th^ go, are 
jnsty and to the point. 
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^The legUlatiye bodj" he observes, ^should be striotl/ 
confined to its proper functionsy— of making the laws, and 
saperintending Uie administration both of the execntive and 
of all other departments, but excluded from all share in anj of 
tlioM branches. The office of discuMinn loffiiilnelva intiimurfiiii 
or of controlling the conduct of public funclioaarie8,.ma7 well 
be intrusted to a senate, however constituted ; as the impo- 
((ition of publio burthens uiK>n the community may not only 
with equal safety he placed in its hands, but ought almost 
exclusively to rost there. A roprosentativebody, necessarily 
numerous, because elected by a great people, can well and 
safely debate such matters : it is peculiarly fitted fi)r their dis- 
cussion. Such a body is wholly unfit to handle matters merely 
of an administrative kind, or of a judidaL Its numbers at 
once pronounce this disqualification : its responsibility to con- 
stituents confirms the sentence : its want of individual rrapon- 
sibility precludes all appeal and all doubt. How can an 
Assembly of six or seven hundred persons conduct foreign 
negotiations, decide questions of peace and war, or dispose of 
the national force, whether with a view to internal police or 
foreign operations, offbnsive or defensive ? How can such a 
body be intrusted with the appointmeiR to places, dvil or 
military, when each man will be quick to help his fellow- 
member^s job, and none ever feel afraid of constituents who 
can know little, and care less, about such nominations? Above 
every thing, the judicial office must never be exercised by an 
'Assembly like this ; and, of. all appointments from which it 
should be shut out, those connected with judicial powers (all 
most certainly under the rule of exdusion.** 

4 

The principle here contended for la of so mach 
importance, that it deserves to be carried farther than 
is done in this passage, or by any existing school of • 
politicians. In general, if a public function is to be 
discharged with honesfy and skill, some one person, or 
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» rery eauH number, should, if possible, be specificallj 
intrusted with iL A few persons, and, still more, one 
person, will feel a moral responsibility, an amenability 
to the bur of public opinion, which, even when they 
cannot be made more directly responsible, will be a far 
^^nger'securily for fidelity and attention to their trust 
^han can be provided in the case of a numerous body. 
We dinent altogether from the common opinion of 
democntio republicans, which tends to multiply the 
ccmfeiriiig of offices by popular election. The sover- 
^^ Assembly, which is the organ of the 'people for 
sqierintending and controlling ihe government, must 
of necessity be so elected. But, with this exception, it 
appears to us certain {what even Bentham, though in 
lus earlier speculations he maintained a different opin- 
ion» ultimately acknowledged), that judges, administra- 
ton, functionaries of all sorts, will be selected with a 
much more careful eye to their qualifications, if some 
coupicnous public officer, a president or a mimster, 
hu the dioice of %hem imposed on him as part of his 
peculiar business, and feels his official character and 
the tenure of his own power to depend, not on what the 
people may now think of the choice made, but on what 
they will think of it after trial. It seems equally 
certain that the president, or prime minister, will be 
better selected by the people's representatives than by 
the people themselves directly. The example of the 
United States is a strong argument for this opinion. 
If the president were elected by Congress, he would 
generally be the leader, and acknowledged ablest man, 
of Ins party : elected by the people, he is now always 
cither an unknown mediocrity, or a man whose reputa* 
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tion has been acquired in some other field than that of 
politics. Nor is this likely to alter ; for every politician 
who has attained eminence has made a multitude of at 
least political enemies, which renders him a less avail* 
able candidate for his party to put forTeard than some- 
body of the same professed principles who is compara- 
tively obscure. It is to be feared that the appointment 
of a president by the direct suffirages of the community- 
will prove to be the most serious mistake which the 
firamers of the French (Constitution have made. They 
have introduced by it into the still more fermentable 
elements of French society — what even in America is 
felt to be so great an evil — the turmoil of a perpetual 
canvass, and the baneiid habit of making the decision 
of all great public questions depend less upon their 
merits than upon their probable influence on the next 
I presidential election. And, in addition to this, it will 
probably be found, if their present institutions last, that 
they have subjected themselves to a series of much 
worse selections, and will have their Bepublic presided 
over by a less able and less creditable succession of 
men, than if the chief magistrate had been chosen by the 
legislature. 

It is but just to acknowlMge, that this very ques- 
tionable provision was introduced in obedience to the 
important principle of preventing the legislature from 
encroaching on the province of the executive. The 
object was to make the president independent of the 
legislature. It was feared, that, if he were appointed 
and could be turned out by them, he would be their 
mere derk,—^ would exercise no judgment and assume 
no responsibility of his own, but simply register the 
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decrees of a body unfit to conduct the buainess of 
goyemment in detafl. There was, howererr a means 
of avoiding this, which would have been perfectlj. ef* 
iectual. They might haye giyen to the chief of ther 
ezecutiye the power of diBsolying the legiskture, and! 
appealing afresh to the people. With this safeguard, 1 
they might haye left to the Assembly the uncontrolled 
dioioe of the head of the ezecutiye, and the i>ower, by a 
yote of dismissal, of reducing him to the alternative of 
either retiring, or dissolving the Chamber. The check 
which, under this arrangement, the legislature and the' 
executive would exercise reciprocally over one another, 
and the reluctance which each would feel to propeed to 
an extremily which might end in their own dovmfidl | 
instead of their rival's, would in ordinary cases be suffi- 
cient to restrain each within the constitutional limits of 
its own authority. Instead of this, it is to be feared, 
that, by pladng &ce to fiice an Assembly and a first 
magistrate, — each emanating direcdy from popular 
sufflvge^ and each elected for a term fixed, only capar 
ble of being abridged by death or resignation, — the 
Assembly have organized a perpetual hostility between 
the two powers, rq>lete with dangers to the stability of 
the Constitution ; for if the president and the National 
Assembly should hereafter quarrel, there may for three 
whole years be no n\^ans by which either can relieve 
itself firom the hostility of the other, except a coup 
d'SUU. 

In addition to these considerations, an executive 
chosen by a select body, .and armed with the power of 
dissolving the legislatore, would probably be a more 
effectual check than any second Chamber upon the con- 
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duct of an ABsemblj engaged in a ooune of hasty or 
unjust legislation. An oninent politician, the leader 
of a great party, and sonounded by the Sltie of that 
party as his ministers and advisers, would have more at 
stake in the good conduct of public affiurs, would be 
more practised and skilful in judging of exigencies, 
would apply himself to his task with a much deeper 
sense of permanent responsibility, and, as a consequence 
of all this, would be likely to carry with him a greater 
weight of opinion, than an Assembly of two or three 
hundred persons, whether composed of English lordst 
or of the elective representatives of French or American 
democnu^* 

To correct misstatements is so much more tedious a 
process than to commit them, that space fiiils uff for 
pointing out, or even alluding to, a tenth part of those 
which compose the main bulk of Lord Brougham*s 
pamphlet. But we have exhibited a sample ; and what 
we have exhibited is a hir specimen of what remains 
behind. Let us hope that something has been done 
towards the more important purpose of vindicating the 
Bevolution, and the Provisional Government, from as 
unjust aspersions as ever clouded the reputation of great 
actions and eminent characters. 
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The following are the paasages, tnmslatioiM of which 
are given in the text: — 

Fnm ike 8peeehqf M. de ToepumlU. 

^ Pour parler d^abord de oe que j'ai appel^ la dasse 
qui gouveme (remarquez que je prends ces mots dans 
leur aooeption la plus g^n^rale : je ne parle pas seule- 
ment de la dasse moyenne, mais de tons les dtoyens^ 
dans quelque position qu^ soient, qui possMent et ex- 
ercent des droits politiques) ; je dis done que ce qui existe 
dans la dasse qui gouveme mHnquidte et m^eflSraye. Ce 
que j*7 voisy messieursy je puis Tezprimer par un mot : 
lee momrs publiques s^ altdrent, dies j sont d^jii pro- 
£mddment alt^r^es; elles s^ altdrent de plus en plus 
tous les jours ; de plus en plus aux opinions, aux sen- 
timents, aux id^es communes, succident des int^rdts 
particuliers, des vis^es particulidres, des points de vue 
emprunt^ 4 la vie et 4 llnt^rdt priv^s. 

"Mon intention n'est point de forcer la chambre h 
s'appesantir, plus qu'il n'est n^cessaire, sur ces tristes 
details ; je me bomerai ik m'adresser ik mes adversaires 
eux-mfimes, k mes oolldgues de la miyoritj minist^ 
lielle. . Je les prie de fiiire pour leur propre usage 
ime sorte de revue statistique des ooUdges dectoranx 
qui les ont envoy^ dans oette chambre; qu'ils com- 
posent 4me premi&re eaUSgorie de ceux qui ne votent 
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pour eax que par suite, non pas d'opinionB polltiques, 
mais de sentiments d'amiti^ particulidre, ou de bon 
Toisinage. Dans une seoonde cat^gorie, quails mettent 
ceux qui votent pour euz, non pas dans un point de vue 
d*int^r£t public ou d^int^rdt g^ndral, mais dans un point 
de vue d'int^rdt purement local. A cette seconde 
cat^gorie, qulls en ajoutent enfin une troisi&me, oom"> 
posje de ceux qui votent pour eux pour des motifs d'in- 
t^rSt purement individuels, et je leur demande si ce qui 
reste est trds nombreux; je leurtf demande si ceux 
qui votent par un sentiment public djsint^ressd, par 
suite d'opinionSy de passions publiques, si ceux 1^ fer- 
ment la majority des ^lecteurs qui leur ont oonfdrd le 
mandat de d£put£ ; je m'assure qu'iis decouvriront ais^- 
ment le oontraire. Je me permettai encore de leur de- 
mander si, k leur connaissance, depuis cinq ans, dix aife, 
quinze ans, le nombre de ceux qui votent pour eux par 
suite d'intdrSts personnels et particuliers ne crott pas 
sans cesse ; si le nombre de ceux qui votent pour eux 
par opinion politique ne d^crolt pas sans cesse? Qulls 
me disent enfin si autour d'eux, sous leurs yeux, il ne^ 
s'^tablit pas pen 4 pen, dans Topinion publique» une 
sorte de tolerance singulidre pour les iaits dont je parle, 
si peu ik pen il ne se fait pas une sorte de morale vul- 
gaire et basse, suivant laquelle lliommie qui possdde des 
droits politiques se doit ik lui-mSme, doit k ses enfiuis, 
k sa femme, k ses parents, de faire un usage personnel 
de ces droits dans leur int^rSt; si cela ne s'Adve pas 
graduellement jusqu*^ devenir une espdce de devoir de 
pdre de famille ? . Si cette morale nouvelle, inconnue dans 
les grands temps de notre histoire, inconnue au com- 
mencement de notre Involution, ne se d^veloppe pas de 
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« 

pins en plus, et n'envahit paa chaqne jour les^ esprits. 
Je le leor demande? 

"Je crois, memcarSt qu'on pent, Bans.blesser per* 
Sonne, dire que le gouyemement a ressaisi, dans ces 
demidres aandes surtout, des droits plus grands, nne 
influence plus grande, des pr^rogadves plus considera- 
bles, pins multiples, que celles quil avait possMdes k 
ancone autre ^poque. H est devenu infiniment plus 
grand que n^anraient jamais pu se Hmaginer, non seule- 
ment ceuz qui Pont donnj, mais mfime oeux qui Font 
le^a en 1880. • • • Cest en ressaisissant de vieux pou- 
▼oirs qu'on croyait avoir abolis en juillet, en faisant re- 
Tivre d'andens droits qui semblaient annuls, en remettant 
en Tigeur d'anciennes lois qu'on jugeait abrog^, en 
appliquant les lois nouvelles dans un autre sens que cdui 
dans lequel elles avaient 6t6 fidtes, c^est par tous ces 
moyens dJtoum^, par cette savante et patiente indus- 
trie, que le gouvemement a enfin repris plus d*action, 
plus d*actiyit6 et dlnfluence, qu'il n'en avait peut-^tre 
jamais eu en France en aucun temps. • • . Et penses- 
Tous, messieurs, que cette manidre que j'ai appel^e tout 
4 Heure d^toum^ et subreptioe, de regagner pen ik 
pen la puissance, de la prendre en quelque sorte par 
surprise, en se servant d'autres moyens que ceuz que la 
constitution lui avait donn^ ; croyes-vous que ce spec- 
tacle Strange de Tadresse et du savoir-fiure donnd pub- 
liquement pendant plusieurs annies, sur un si vaste 
th^itre, a toute une nation qui le regarde, oroyes-vous 
que tel spectacle ait ^t^ de nature k am^orer les 
moeurs pnbliques? • • • Us croient que la revolution 
qui sVst opdrfo depuis quinxe ans dans les droits du 
ponvoir tftait necessaire, soit ; et ils ne Font pas fiut par 
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nn int^rdt pardculier : je le veuz croire ; mais il n*est 
pas moins vrai quails I'ont op^rte par des moyens que la 
morality publique d^savoue; il n'est paa moina vrai 
qu'ils Font op^r^e en prenant lea hommesy non par leur 
c8t^ honnSte, mais par leur mauvais c6t6 — par leurs 
passions, par leur fidblesse, par leur int^rdt, souvent 
par leurs vices. C'est ainsi que tout en voulant pent- 
itre un but honnSte, ils ont fait des ehoses qui ne 
r^taient pas. £t pour faire ces ehoses il leur a fallu 
appeler ik leur aide, honorer de leur fiiveur, introduire 
dans leur compagnie joumalidre, des hommes qui ne 
voulaient ni d'un but honnSte, ni de moyens honnfites, 
qui ne voulaient que la satisfaction grossiere de leurs 
int^rSts priv^s, ik I'aide de la puissance qu'on leur 
oonfiait. • . ^ Je ne regarde pas ce fait comme un fiut 
iBol^ ; je le considire comme le symptdme d*un mal 
g^ndral, le trait le plus saillant de toute nne politique : 
en marchant dans les voies que vous avies choisies, 
vous aviez besoin de tels hommes. . • • 

"Pour la premidre fois depuis quinze ans, j'^prouve 
une certame crainte pour I'avenir ; et ce qui me prouve 
que j'ai raison, o^est que oette impression ne m'est pas 
particulidre : je crois que je puis en appeler ik tons ceux 
qui m'^utent, et que tons me r^pondront que dans les 
pays qu'iU repr^ntent, une impression analogue sub- 
siste; qu'un certain malaise, une certaine crainte a 
envahi les esprits ; que, pour la premiere fois' peut-6tre 
depuis seize ans, le sentiment, Tinstinct de Tinstabilit^, 
ce sentiment pr^curseur des revolutions, qui souvent les 
annonoe, qui quelquefois les fait naftre, que ce senti- 
ment eziste k un d6gr6 ttis grave dans le pays. • • • 
£st-ce que vous ne ressentes-pas, par une sorte d'intui- 
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laon instinctive qui ne pent pas s'analyBer, mais qui est 
oertaine, qne le sol tremble de noovean en Europ^? 
Eetp^e qne yoqs ne sentez-pas— que dirid-je? nn rent 
de T^ToIudona qui est dans Pair? Ce vent, on ne sait 
oh il nait, d'oik il yient, ni, croyes-le bien, qu'il en- 

**Ma conviction profonde et airfit^e, c'est que les 
nuenra publiques se ddgradent, c*est que la degradation 
dee moeurs publiques yous amdnera, dans nn temps 
cooity prochain peut-8tre, ik des revolutions nouvelles. 
• • • £st-ce que vous avez k llieure oik nous sommes, la 
certitude d'un lendemain? Est-ce que vous savez ce 
qui pent arriver en Fhmce did il un an, 4 un mois, k 
nn jour peut-Stre? Yous llgnorez ; mais ce que vous 
saves, c*e8t que la tempSte est k lliorizon, c'est qu'elle 
maidie snr vons; vous laisserez-vous prevenir par 
eUe? 

** Messieurs, je vous supplie de ne pas le fiiire ; je ne 
vons le demande pas, je vous en supplie ; je ne mettrais 
volontiers k genoux devant vous, tant je crois le danger 
"rM et s&rieuz, tant je pense que le signaler n*est pas 
recourir k une vaine forme de rfaetorique. Oui, le 
danger est grand t conjures le quand il en est temps 
encore : corrigez le mal par des mojens efficaces, non 
en Fattaquant dans ses symptdmes, mais en lui-mdme. 

*' On a parie de changemei^ dans la legislation. Je 
suis trds porte k croirs que ces changements sont non 
senlement ntfles, mais necessaizes: ainsi je crois k 
Patilite de la reforme eiectorale, k Turgence de la re- 
forme parlementaire ; mais je ne suis pas assez insense, 
naesaieors, pour ne pas savoir que ce ne sont pas les lois 
eHes'mftmes qui fbnt la destinee des peuples ; non, ce 



yGoogk 



AFPEKDIX. 87 

n'est paa le m^oaniflme des loia qui produit les grands 
dvJnements de oe monde : oe qui fait lea ^v^nements, 
messieurs, c'est I'esprit mdme du gouvemement, Chir- 
dez les lois si yous voulez ; quoique je pense que vous 
ajez grand tort de le fiiire, gardez-les ; gardes-mSme 
les hommes, si cela vous fait plaisir, je n*7 fids, pour 
mon oompte, aucun obstacle ; mais, pour Dieu, changes 
Tesprit du gouvemement, car, je vous le rtfpdte, oet 
esprit-Uk vous conduit it rabime." 

From ike Mcmtftdo tf M, de LamarHne, 

**Les trait^s de 1815 n'existent plus en droit aux 
yeuz de la R^publique Franfaise ; toutefois, les droon- 
scriptions territoriales de ces trait^s sont un fait, qu'elle 
admet comme base et comme point de depart dans ses 
rapports avec les autres nations, 

**Mais, si les trait^s de 1815 n'existent plus que 
comme fait k modifier d'un accord commun, et si la 
R^publique diSdare luuitement quelle a pour droit et 
pour mission d*arriver r^gulidrement et pacifiquement k 
ces modifications, le bon sens, la moderation, la con- 
science, la prudence de la Rdpublique existent, et sont 
pour I'Europe une meilleure et plus honorable garantie 
que les lettres de ces trait^s, si souvent violas ou modi- 
fite par elle, 

**Attachez-yous, monsieur, k faire comprendre et 
admettre de bonne foi cette Emancipation de la BEpub- 
lique des trait^s de 1815, et k montrer que cette fran- 
chise n'a rien d*inconciliable avec le repos de I'Europe. 

**Ainsr, nous le disons hautement, si llieure de la 
rdconstruotion do quclquos nationalit^Ss opprimdes en 
Europe ou ailleurs, nous panussent avoir sound dans les 
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dfareta de la IVovidenoe ; n la Suisse, noire fiddle allide 
depnie Franfois I*', ^tait contrainte ou menaofe dans le 
mouvement de croiasanoe qu*elle opdre chez elle poor 
prfiter nne force de plus an faisoeaa des gonyernements 
d^mocratiques ; si les <tats ind^pendants de lltalie 
^taient envahis; si Ton imposait des limites on des 
obstacles 4 leur tnmsformationa int^rienres ; si on leur 
contestait k main annde le droit de s*allier entre eux 
pour consolider nne patrie Italienne, la B^publiqoe 
IVan^aise se croindt en droit d'armer elle-mfime pour 
prot^ger ees mouvemcnts legitimes de croissance et de 
la nationality des penples.'* 

I^wm ike Antwer <if M» de Lamartme to ike MUh E^Mffm^ 

"La B^pnblique n'est en guerre ouverte ni souide 
«?ec ancune des nations, avec aucun des gouyemements 
ezistants, tant que ces nations et oes gouyemements ne 
86 didarent pas eux-mSmes en guerre ayec elle. Elle 
•ne fera done, elle ne permettra yolontairement aucun 
acte d*agression et de yiolence centre les nations Qet* 
maniques. • • • Le (jouyemement Froyisoire ne se 
kissera pas changer sa politique dans la main par une 
nation ^trangdre, quelque sympathique qu'elle soit k nos 
coeurs. Nous aimons la Pologne, nous aimons lltalie, 
nous aimons tons les peuples opprimte; mais nous 
aimons ayant tout la France, et nous ayons la responsar 
lalitj de ses destinte, et peut4tre de celles de TEurope, 
en ce moment. Cette responsabilit^ nous ne la remet- 
trons 4 personne qu'ii la nation elle-mfime. • • • La 
B<pnbliqne ne doit pas et ne yeut pas ayoir des actes 
en contradiction ayec ses paroles ; le respect de sa 
panda est 4 ce priz ; elle ne la dtorMitera jamais en y 
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bMt npports d'^galit^y non avec telle ou telle parde de 
k Gmide fiolHMf mais &vec k Grande Bret 

i oette paix utile et honor*' 
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. i&cpxe Pran^aise, mais pour le genre houuun. 
KoQA i^e feronB aucun acte, nous ne durona ancone 
P^^Ve, iM>UA n^a^Qreaserona aiicime insmaation en oontra- 
^^^^^^ya avec \es pnncipeB d^inYiolabilit^ r^proque des 
V^1^> que nous avons prodani^, et dont le Conti- 
'i^At T^coeUle d6j^ lee firuits. La monarcfaie d&shue 
^i^^rvKt dea trait6a et des ^plomates; nous atona des 
peoples pour diplomates, et des sympathies poor trai- 
tis. "Noua aeriona insensds de dianger use telle diplo- 
malie au grand jour oontre des alliapees soordes et 
partkUes avec les partis m&me les plus l^gitunes ^^nf 
lea pays qui nous environnent. Nous n'aTons quality 
m pour les juger, ni pour les prdf&er let nns anx 
axitrea. En nous d&darant amis de ceox-d, nous nous 
dtfdarerions ennemis de ceux-lJL Nous ne nNiIons dtie 
eniMMfniB d'aucuns de yos oompatciotes; aoiii voulons 
fiuie tomber, au oontraire, par la kpatS de la parole 
r^publicaine, les preventions et les p^^agit qui existe- 
— '^ — * entre nos voisins et nous.'' 



-Le partage 6gal des ImniiRi, des ftcult^, et des 

dona de la nature est ^Tidemmenf h tendance Idgitime 
du ccBur bumaiu. Lea rireia^, Jes poetes, et les 
sagea out tou14 6temeUemenr cette pens^e daas Icur 
&me, et Vont ^rpetuellemai mntr6e dans 1^- 
dans leurs rfevea, ou cUm faoi Joi«, comme ' 

^^^7 * *e qui tend ^ 

► de CO' 
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xnanquant. QaVt-elle dit dans son manifeste anz 
puissances? EUe a dit, en pensant 4 vous: Le jour 
oii il nous parattrait quellieure providentielle anrait 
sonniS pour la resurrection d^une nationality injnste- 
ment effaode de U carte, nous yolerions 4 son secours. 
Mais nous nous sommes justement r£serv^. ce qui ap- 
partient ik la France seule, Papprtfciation de llieure, du 
moment, de la justice, de la cause, et des moyens par 
lesquels il nous conviendrait d'interyenir. Eh bien, ces 
moyens, jusqu^id nous les avons ohoisis et hSsolus 
pacifiques.'* 

From (he Jnnoer tfM. de Lamaiime to ike Iruk DqndaHon. 

** Quant k d*autres encouragements, il ne serait pas 
convenable k nous de vous les donner, ik tous de les 
recevoir.^ Je I'ai d6jik dit k propos de la Suisse, k 
propos de I'AlIemagne, k propos de la Belgique et de 
ritalie. Je le r^pdtc k propos de toute nation qui a 
des d^bats int^rieurs k vider avec elle-mdme ou aveo 
son gouverneinent. Quand on n'a pas son sang dans 
les affaires d'un peuple, il n'est pas permis d'y avoir son 
intervention ni sa main. Nous ne sommes d*aucun 
parti en Irlande ou ailleiirs, que du parti de la justice, 
de la liberty, et du bonheur des peuples. Aucun autre 
r61e ne nous serait acceptable, en temps de palx, dans 
les int^rfits et dans les passions des nations ^trangdres. 
La France veut se r^server libre pour tous ses droits. • 

" Nous sommes en paix, et nous desirous rester en 
bons rapports d'^galit^, non aveo telle ou telle partie de 
la Grande Bretagne, mais avec la^ Grrande Bretagne 
tout entiire. Nous croyons cette paix utile et honoris 
ble^ non seulement pour la Grrande Bretagne et la 
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B^ablique Franfaiae, mais pour le genre huinain, 
NouB ne feronB aucon acte, noos ne dirons aucune 
' parole, nous n'adresaeronB aucune insinuation en contra* 
diction avec lea principee d'inviolabilit^ rfciproque des 
peuplea, que nous avons proclamte, et dont le Conti- 
nent recueille d^j^ les fruits. La monarchie d&^ue 
avait des traits et des diplomates; nous avons des 
penplea pour diplomates, et des sympathies pour trai- 
ts* Nous serious insens^s de changer ui^e telle diplo- 
matie au grand jour centre des alliances sourdes et 
partieUes aveo les partis m8me les plus legitimes dans 
les pays qui nous environnent. Nous n'avons quality 
ni pour les juger, ni pour les pr^fiSrer les uns aux 
antrea. En nous declarant amis de ceuz-ci, nous nous 
d&ilarerions ennemis de ceux*14. Nous ne voulons dtre 
enninnis d'aucuns de yos compatriotes; nous voulons 
fiure tomber, an contraire, par la loyautd de la parole 
rtipoblicaine, les preventions et les pr^jug^ qui eziste* 
raient entre nos yoisins et nous." 

> 

**Le partage ^gal des lumidres, des facult^s, et des 
dona de la nature est ^videmment la tendance liSgitime 
dn coBur humain. Les r^y^lateurs, les poetes, et les 
sages ont roultf ^temellement cette pens^e dans leur 
&me, et Tout perpetuellement montr^e dans leur del, 
dans leurs rdves, ou dans leurs lois, comme la perspeo- 
tive de lliumanit^. CTest done un instinct de la justice 
dans lliomnie. . • • Tout ce qui tend i» constituer des 
in^galit^ de lumidres, de rang, de conditions, de for* 
tune, parmi les hommes, est im'pie. Tout ce qui tend 
& niveler graduellement ces in^galit^, qui sont souvent 



yGoogk 



APPENDIX. 91 

des injustices, et 4 r^partir le plus dquitablement llieri- 
tage oommun entre tous les hommes, est divin. Toute 
politique peut^tre jug^e 4 ce signe, comme tout arbro 
est jug^ k ses fruits : Tid^d n*est que la vinti k dis- 
tance. 

** Mais plus un id^al est sublime, plus il est diffidle 
k r^aliser en institutions sur U terre. La difficult^ 
jusqu'ici a ^t^ de oondlier avee IMgalit^ des biens les 
indgalitds de vertus, de facultds, et de travail, qui dif- 
fdrencient les hommes entre eux. Entre rhomme actif 
et l*homme inerte, I'dgalitd des biens devient une injus- 
tice ; car Pun crtfe, et I'autre ddpense. Pour que cette 
communautd des biens soit juste, il faut supposer k 
tous les hommes la mfime conscience, la mdme applica* 
tion au travail, la mSme vertu. Cette supposition est 
une chimere. Or quel ordre social pourrait reposer 
solidement sur un tel mensonge? De deux choses 
Tune. Ou bien il faudrait que la socidt^, partout 
prdsente et partout infaillible, pfit contraindre chaque 
individu au m6me travail et ii la m6me vertu; mais 
alors que devient la liberty? La socidt6 n'est plus 
qu*un universel esdavage. On bien il faudrait que la 
socidtd. distribu&t de ses propres mains, tous les jours, 
k chacun selon ses oeuvres, la part exactement propor- 
tionnde k Tceuvre et au service de chacun dans Tassoda- 
tion gdndrale ; mais alors quel sera le juge? 

^ La sagesse hunuune imparfaite a trouvd plus fistcile, 
plus sage, et plus juste de dire k lliomme : * Sois toi- 
mSme ton propre juge, retribue-toi toi-mdme par la 
richesse ou par la misdre.' La soddtd a institud la pro- 
pridtd, prodamd la liberty du travail, et Idgalisd la 
concurrence. 
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^Maifl la propritft^ inatita^e ne nourrit pas odui qui 
ne pomdde rien. Mais la liberty da travail ne donne 
pas les mSmes ^l^ments de trarail k odui qui.n'a que 
868 bras, et k oeloi qui poeadde des millieFB d'arpenta 
aor la surface du sol. Mais la concurrence n'est que le 
oode de T^goXsme, et la guerre 4 mort entre celui qui 
traTaOle et celui qui fiut traTailler, entre celui qui achdte 
et celui qui vend, entre celui qui nage dans le superflu 
et celui qui a faim. Iniquity de toutes parts I Incor- 
ligibles in^galit^ de la nature et de la loi I La sagesse 
da legislateur parait 8tre de les pallier une 4 ane» sidcle 
par sidcle, loi par loi. Celui qui veut tout corriger 
d'on coup, brise tout. Le possible est la condition de 
la nus^rable sagesse humaine. Sans pr^tendre rdsoudre 
par une seule solution des iniquity complexes, corriger 
sans cesse, am^orer toujours, c'est la justice d'Stres 
imparfiuts comma nous. . • . Le temps paratt dtre un 
fl^ment de la verity elle-mdme; demander la rinti 
definitive k un seul jour, c'est demander 4 la nature des 
dioses plus qu'eile ne pent donner. L'impatience crie 
des illusions et des mines au lieu de v^ritte. Les de- 
ceptions sont des v^ritds cueillies avant le temps. La 
r6ritA est evidemment la commuqaatj chrtftienne et 
philosophique des biens de la terre. Les deceptions, ce 
sont les violences et les sjstdmes par lesquels on a cm 
vainement pouvoir tftablir cette v^rite et Torganiser 
jasqa'icL'* — Lahabunb: JBSstoire des Qirondins, 
Cvre 39, ad finem. 
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ENFRANCHISEMENT OF WOMEN.* 



All the more xeoent of these papexs were j<Miit productione 
of myself and of one whose loss, even in a merely intellectoal 
point of vieWy can never be repaired or alleviated. But the 
following Essay is hers in a peeoliar sense; my share in it 
being little more than that of an editor and amanuensis. Its 
anthorship having been known at the time, and publicly at* 
tributed to her, it is proper to state, that she never regarded 
it as a complete discussion of the subject which it treats of; 
and, highly as I estimate it, I would rather it remained unac- 
knowledged, than that it should be read with the idea that 
even the fiuntest image can be found in it of a mind and hearti' 
which, in their union of the rarest and what are deemed the 
most conflicting excellenoes, were unparalleled in any human 
being that I have known or read of. While she was the 
light, life, and grace of every society in which she took part, 
the foundation of her character was a deep seriousnosSi result- 
ing from the combination of the strongest and most sensitive 
feelings with the highest principles. All that excites admi- 
ration, when found separately in others, seemed brought 
together in her : a conscience at once healthy and tender ; a 
generosity bounded only by a sense of justice, which often 
forgot its own daims, but never those of others ; a heart s6 
large and loving, that whoever was capable of making the 
smallest return of sympathy always received tenfold ; and, in 
the intellectual department, a vigor and truth of imaginatinni 
a delicacy of perception, an accuracy and nicety of observa- 
tioo, only equalled by her profundity of speculative though 

• W«ttBiBftar lUrtow, Jidj, ISSl. 
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and bj a pnctical judgment and disoernment next to infalli- 
ble. So elevated waa the general lerel of her fkcalttee, that 
the bigfaest poetrj, pbiloeophj, oratory, or art, seemed trivial 
bj tbe side of her, and eqnal only to expressing some small 
part of her mind. And there is no one of those modes of 
manifestation in which she conld not easily hare taken the 
highest rank, had not her inclination led her for the most 
part to content herself with being the inspirer, prompter, and 
vnaTowed ooa^jator of others. 

The present paper was written to promote a cause which 
ahe had deeply at heart; and, though appealing only to the 
aererest reason, was meant for the general reader. The ques- 
tioo, in her opinion, was in a stage in which no treatment but 
the most calmly argumentative could be useful; while many 
' of the strongest arguments were necessarily omitted, as being 
unsuited for popular effect Had she lived to write out all 
her thoughts on this great question, she would have produced 
aomething as fiu* transcending in profundity the present Essay, 
BB, had she not placed a rigid restraint on. her feelings, she 
would have excelled it in fervid eloquence. Tet nothing 
which even she could have written on any single subject 
would have pven an adequate idea of the depth and compass 
of her mind. As, during life, she contmually detected, before 
any one else had seemed to perceive them, those changes of 
times and circumstances which ten or twelve years later 
became subjects of general remark ; so I venture to prophesy, 
that, if mankind continue to improve, their spiritual history 
for ages to come will be the progressive worldng-out of her 
thoughts, and realisation of her conceptions. 



M06T of' our readers will probably learn from these 
pages, for the first time, that there has arisen in the 
United States, and m the most civilized and enlightened 
fottkm of them, an oi^ganized agitation on a new ques- 
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Ii0ii, — new, not to thinkers nor to anj one bj whom 
the prindplee of free and popular goremment are felt 
aa well aa acknowledged, bat new, and even nnheard 
of, aa a anbject for public meetings and practical politi- 
cal action. This queation ia the enfranchiaement of 
women ; their admiaaion, in law and in fact, to equali^ 
in all rights, political, civil, and aocial, with the male 
dtixens of the community. 

It wiU add to the surprise with which manj will 
receive this intelligence, that the agitation which has 
commenced is not a pleading bj male writers and 
orators fwr women ; those who are professedly to be 
benefited remaining either indifferent or ostensibly hoa- 
tQe. It is a political movement, practical in its objects, 
carried on in a form which denotes an intention to per- 
severe. And it is a movement not merely for women, 
but fty them. Its first public manifestation appears to 
have been a Conventipn of Women, held in the State of 
Ohio, in the spring of 1850. Of this meeting we have 
seen no report. On the 23d and 24th of October last, 
a succession of public meetings was held at Worces- 
ter, in Massachusetts, under the name of a ^ Women's- 
Bights Convention,^ of which the president was a 
woman, and nearly all the chief speakers women ; nu- 
merously re-enforced, however, by men, among whom 
were some of the most distinguished leaders in the kin- 
dred cause of negro emancipation. A general and four 
special committees were nommated, for the purpose of 
carrying on the undertaking until the next annual 
meeting. 

According to the report in the ** New-York Tribune,** 
above a thousand persons were present throughout; 
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md, "if a laiger place oould have been had, maiijr 
Aooaands more wmU have attended^** The place was 
described as " crowded fiom the beginning with attentive 
and interested listeners.* In regard to the quality of 
the spealdngy the proceedings bear an advantageoos 
oomparison with those of anj popular moyement with 
wliich we are acqnaintedy either in this conntiy or in 
Av^'f^r Very rarely, in the oratory of pablic meet- ' 
ings, is the part of yerbiage and dedamation so small, 
that of calm good sense and reason so considerable. 
The resok of the Convention was in every respect 
enco ur aging to those by whom it was sommoned ; and 
it is probably destined to inaogorate one of the most 
important of the movements towards political and social 
reform wUdi are the best characteristic of the present 
age. 

That the promoters of this £ew agitation take their 
stand on principles, and do not fear to declare these in 
their widest extent, without time-serving orcompronuse, 
wdl be seen ftom the resolutions adopted by the Con- 
▼ention, part of wfaldi we transcribe : — 

^ SeMohedf That every faoman being of ftdl age, and resi- 
dent for a proper length of time on the soQ of the nation, who 
is required to obqr the law, is entitled to a voice in its enact- 
ment; that every sndi perBon, whose property or labor is 
taxed for the suf^MMtof the government is entitled to a direct 
share in sudi government: therefore— 

^Beiolv0df That women are entitled to the ri^ of suf- 
fiage,and to be considered eligible to office; ... and that 
eveiy par^ wUeh daims to rq»resent the hnmanity, the civi- 
liatioo, and the progress of the age, is bound to inscribe on 
its bannen, 'Equalitf before the Law, without Distinetion of 
SBxcrCblor.' 
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^Seioivedj That civil and political rights acknowledge no 
sex; and therefore the word * male' should be struck from 
erexy State Constitution. 

<< Buohed, That since the prospect of honorable aiid use- 
ful employment in after-life is the best stimulus to the use of 
educational advantages, and since the best education is that 
we give ourselves in the struggles, emploTments, and disci- 
pline of life ; therefore it is impossible that women should 
make full use of the instruction already accorded to them, or 
that their career should do justice to their faculties, until the 
avenues to the various civil and professional emploTments are 
thrown open to them. • 

**Besolvedj That every effort to educate women, without 
according to them their rights, and arousing their conscience 
by the weight of their responsibilities, is futile, and a waste 
of labor. 

^ Reiohedj That the laws of property, as affecting married 
persons, demand a thorough revisal, so that all rights be equal 
between them ; that the wife have, during life, an equal con* 
trol over the property gained by their mutual toil and sacri- 
fices, and be heir to her husband precisely to that extent that 
he is heir to her, and entitled at her death to dispose by will 
of the same share of the joint property as he is." 

The following is a brief eummaiy of the principal 
demands : — 

** 1. BducaHon in primary and high schools, universitieSi 
medical, legal, and theological institutions. 

** 2. Partnenhip in the labors and gains, risks and remu- 
nerations, of productive industry. 

^ 8. ^ eo-^qual share in the formation and administratioa 
of laws, — municipal, state, and national, — through legislative 
assemblies, courts, and executive offices.'^ 

It would be difficult to put so much true, just, and 
reasonable meaning into a style so little calculated 

VOL. III. 7 
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to xeoommeiid it as that of some of the reeolutions. 
Baty whatever objection maj be made to some of the 
expressions, none, in oor opinion, can be made to 
the demands themsdves* As a question of justice, the 
case seems to us too dear for dispute. As one of 
expedieDcyi the more thorougfalj it is examined, the 
stronger it will appear* 

That women have as good a daim as men have, in 
point of personal right, to the suffirage, or to a place 
in the juiy-box, it would be difficult for an^ one to 
deny. . It cannot certainly be denied by the United 
States of America, as a people or as a community* 
Tboir democratic institutions rest • avowedly on the 
inherent right of every one to a voice in the govern- 
ment. Thdr Declaration of Independence, framed by 
the men who are still their great constitutional authori- 
ties, — that document which has been from the first, 
and is now, the acknowledged basiB of their policy- 
commences with this express statement: — 

<* We hdd these truths to be self-evident,— that all men 
are created eqmd ; that thej are endowed by their Creator 
with certdn inalienable rights ; that among these are life, 
liberty, and the porsnit of happiness ; that, to secure these 
rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their 
just powers from the consent of the governed." 

We do not imagine that any American democrat will 
evade the force of these expressions by the dishonest 
or ignorant subterfuge, that ** men,^ in this memorable 
docmnent, does not stand, for human beings, but for 
one sex only; that **life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
hapiuness,'' are " indienable rights "" of only one moiety 
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of the human species ; and that **the governed,'' whose 
consent is affirmed to be the onlj source of just power, 
are meant for that half of mankind onlj, who, in rela- 
tion to the other, have hitherto assumed the character 
of governors. The contradiction between principle . 
and practice cannot be explained awaj. A like dere- 
liction of the fundamental maxims of their political 
orood bos boon committed by the Americans in the fla- 
grant instance of the negroes : of this thej are learning 
to recognize the turpitude. After a struggle, which, by 
many of its incidents, deserves the name of heroic, the 
nbolitionlsts are now so strong in numbers and in influ« 
enco» that they hold the balance of parties in the United 
States. It was fitting that the men whose names will 
remain associated with the extirpation, firom the demo- 
cratic ' soil of America, of the aristocracy of color, 
should be among the originators, for America and for 
the rest of the world, of the first collective protest 
against the aristocracy of sex ; ii distinction as acciden- 
tal as that of color, and fiilly as irrelevant to all ques- 
tions of government. 

Not only to the democracy of America, the claim of 
women to civil and political equality makes an irresisti- 
ble appeal, but also to those Badicals and Qiartists in 
the British islands, and democrats on the Continent, 
who daim what is called universal suffrage as an inher* 
ent right, unjustly and oppressively withheld firom 
them. For with what truth or rationality could the 
sufirage be termed universal, while half the human 
species remain excluded firom it? To declare that m 
voice in the government is the right of all, and demand 
it only for a part,-— the part, namely, to which the 
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daimant himself belongs , — is to renounce even the ap- 
peaianoe of principle. The Chardst who denies the 
soflSrage to women is a Chartist only because he is not 
a lord : he is one of those levellers who would level 
onlj down to themselves. 

Even those who do not look upon a voice in the 
government as a matter of personal right, nor profess 
principles which require that it should be extended to 
ally have usually traditional maxims of political justice 
with which it is impossible to reconcile the exclusion of 
all women ftom the common rights of citizenship. It 
is an axiom of English freedom, that taxation and 
representation should be co-extensive* Even under the 
laws which give the wife's property to the husband, 
there are many unmarried women who pay taxes. It 
is one of the fundamental doctrines of the British 
Consdttttion, that all persons should be tried by their 
peers ; yet women, whenever tried, are tried by male 
judges and a male jury. To foreigners, the law accords 
the privilege of claiming that half the jury should be 
composed of themselves: not so to women. Apart 
from maxims of detail, which represent local and na- 
tional rather than universal ideas, it is an acknowl- 
edged dictate of justice to make no degrading distinc- 
tions without necessi^. In all things, the presumption 
ought to be on the side of equality* A reason must 
be given why any thing should be permitted to one 
person, and interdicted to another. But when that 
which is interdicted includes nearly every thing which 
Ihose to whom it is permitted most prize, and to be 
deprived of which thqr fed to be most insulting ; when 
not only political liberty, but personal freedom of action. 
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is the prerogatiye of a caste ; when, even in the ezerciae 
of industiy, ahnoat all employments which task the 
higher faculties in an important field, which lead to 
distinction, riches, or even pecuniary independence, are 
fienced round as the ezdusive domain of the predomi- 
nant section, scarcely any doors being left open to the 
dependent class, except such as all who can enter else- 
where disdainfully pass by, — the miserable expediencies 
which are advanced as excuses for so grossly partial a^ 
dispensation would not be sufficient, even if they were 
real, to render it other than a flagrant injustice : while, 
fiir from bdng expedient, we are firmljr convinced that 
the division of mankind into two castes, one bom to 
rule over the other, is in this case, as in all cases, an 
unqualified mischief; a source of perversion and demor- 
alization, both to the finvored class and to those at 
whose expense they are favored ; producing none of the 
good which it is the custom to ascribe to it, and forming 
a bar, almost insuperable while it lasts, to any really 
vital improvement, either in the character or in the 
social condition of the hunu&n race. 

These propositions it is now our purpose to main- 
tai|^. But, before entering on them, we would' endeav- 
or to dispel the preliminary objections, which, in the 
miAds of persons to whom the subject is new, are apt 
to prevent a real and conscientious examination of it* 
The chief of these obstacles is that most formidable 
one, custom. Women never have had equal rights with 
men; The claim in their behalf, of the common rights 
of mankind, is looked upon as barred by universid 
practice. This strongest of prejudices, the prejudice 
agamst what is new and unknown, has indeed, in an age 
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of diaages like the preflent, loet madi of its force r if it 
had not, there would be little hope of prevailing against 
it. Oyer tliree-fonrths of the haUtable wodd, even at 
tins daj, the answer, ^ It has always been so»^ closes all 
discosdon. But it is the boast of modem Europeans, 
and of their American kindred, that thqr know and do 
many diings which their forefathers neither knew nor 
did; and it is perhaps the most unquestionable point 
of superiority in the present above former ages, that 
habit is not now the tjrrant it formerly was j>ver opin- 
ions and modes of action, and that the worship of 
custom is a declining idolatry. An uncustomary 
thought, on a subject which .touches the greater inter- 
ests of life, still startles when first presented ; but, if it 
can be kept before the mind until the impression of 
strangeness wears off, it obtains a hearing, and as ra- 
tional a consideration as the intellect of the hearer is 
itocustomed to bestow on any other subject. 

In the present case, tbe prejudice of custom is doubt- 
less on the unjust side. Qreat' thinkers indeed, at 
different times, firom Plato to Condorcet, besides some 
of the most eminent names of the present age, have 
made emphatic protests in fi&vor of the eqmdify of 
women. And there have been voluntary societies, 
religious or secular, of which the Society of IViendft is 
the most known, by whom that principle was recog- 
nized. But there has been no political community or 
nation in whidi, by law and usage, women have not 
been in a state of political and civil inferiority. In the 
kncient world, the same &ct was alleged, with equal 
truth, in behalf of slavery. It might have been 
alleged in &vor of the mitigated form of slavery, serf- 
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doin» all through the middle ages. It was uiged 
against freedom of industry, freedom of conacienoc, 
freedom of the press: none of tKese liberties were 
thought compatible with a well-ordered state* until 
thej had proved their possibility by actually existing 
as facts. • That an institution or a practice is customary* 
is no presumption of its goodness, when any other suffi- 
cient cause can be assigned for its existence. There is 
no difficulty in understanding why the subjection of 
women has been a custom. No other explanation is 
needed than physical force. 

That those who were physically weaker should have 
been made legally inferior, is quite conformable to the 
mode in whidi the world has been governed. Until 
veiy lately, the rule of physical strength was the general 
law of human affiurs. Throughout history, the nations, 
races, classes, which found themselves the strongest, 
either in muscles, in riches, or in military discipline^ 
have conquered and held in subjection the rest. If^ 
even in the most improved nations, the law of the sword 
id at last discountenanced as unworthy, it is only since 
the calumniated eighteenth century. Wars of conquest 
have only ceased since democratio revolutions began. 
The world is very young, and has but just begun to 
cast-off injustice. It is only now getting rid of negro 
slavery. It is only now getting rid of monarchical 
despotism. It is only now gettmg rid of hereditary 
feudal nobility. It is only now getting rid of disabili* 
ties on the ground of religion. It is only beginning to 
treat any men as citizens, except the rich, and a favored 
portion of the middle dass. Can we wonder that it 
has not yet done as much for women? As society was 
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oonfltituted nntQ the last iW generstionSy in&iaality 
was its very basis ; association grounded on equal rights 
scarcelj existed ; to be equals was to be enemies ; two 
persons could hardly oo-operate in any thing, or meet 
in any amicable relation, without the law's appomting 
that one of them should be the superior of the other. 
Manldnd have outgrown this state ; and all things now 
tend to substitute, as the general principle of human 
relations, a just equality, instead of the dominion of the 
strongest. But of all relations, that between m^ and 
women, bdng the nearest and most intimate, and con- 
nected with the greatest number of strong emotions, 
was sure to be the last to throw off the old rule, and 
receive the new ; for in proportion to the strength of a 
leeling is the tenacity with which it clings to the forms 
and drcumstances with which it has even accidentally 
become associated. 

When a prejudice which has any hold on the feelings 
finds itself reduced to the unpleasant necessity of assign- 
ing reasons, it thinks it has done enough when it has 
re-asserted the very point in dispute in phrases which 
appeal to the pre-ezistmg feeling. Thus many persons 
think they have sufficiently justified the restrictions on 
women's field of action, when they have said that the 
porsmts from which women are exduded are unfemi^ 
nine; and that the proper sphere of women is not 
politics or publicity, but private and domestic life. 

We cteny the right of any portion of the species to 
decide for another portion, or any individual for another 
individual, what is and what is not their ^proper sphere.'' 
The proper sphere tar all human beings is the largest 
and hii^iest which they are able to attain to. What 
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this is, cannot be ascertained without complete libertj 
of dioice. The speakers at the Convention in Amer- 
ica have therefore done wisely and ri^t in refusing to 
entertain the question of the peculiar aptitudes either 
of women or of men, or the limits within which this or 
that occupation may be supposed to be more adapted to 
the one or to the other. They justly maintain, that these 
questions can only be satisfiictorily answered by perfect 
freedom. Let every occupation be open to all, without 
favor or discouragement to any, and employments will 
fall into the hands of those men or women who are 
found by experience to be most capable of worthily 
exercising them. There need be no fear that women 
will take out of the hands of men any occupation which 
men perform better than they. Each individual will 
prove his or her capacities in the only way in which 
capacities can be proved, — by trial ; and the world will 
have the benefit of the best faculties of all its inhab- 
itants. But to interfere beforehand by an arbitrary 
limit, and declare that whatever be the genius, talent, 
energy, or force of mind, of an individual of a certain 
se^ or class, those faculties shall not be exerted, or 
shall be exerted only in some few of the many modes 
in which others are permitted to use theirs, is not only 
an injustice to the individual, and a detriment to society, 
which loses what it can ill spare, but is also the most 
effectual mode of providing, that, in the sex or class so 
fettered, the qualities which are not permitted to be 
exercised shall not exist. 

We shall follow the very proper example of the Con- 
vendon, in not entering into the question of the alleged 
difierences in physical or mental qualities between the 
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aezesy not because we have nodding to say, bat because 
we have too much : to discuss this one point tolerably 
would need all the space we have to bestow on the 
entire subject.* But if those, who assert that the 
"proper sphere'* for women is the domestic, mean by 
this that they have not shown themselves qualified for 
any other, the assertbn evinces great ignorance of life 
and of history. Women have shown fitness for the 
highest social functions exactly in proportion as they 
have been admitted to them* By a curious anomaly, 
though ineligible to even the lowest offices of State, 
thqr are in some countries admitted to the highest of 
ally — the regal; and, if there is any one function for 
which they have shown a decided vocation, it is that 
of reigning. Not to go back to ancient history, we 
look in vain finr aUer or firmer rulers than Elizabeth; 
than Isabella of -CSastile; than Maria Teresa; than 
Catherine of Bussia ; than Blanche, mother of Louis 

* Aa ezeellait ptaMg* mi this part of tb« nbjwt, tnm <m« of Sjdiuj 
SiOth't contribntiait to the *« Edinbuvh RsWtw/* we wiU Mi reflrain from 
qutttimgt ** A gntt deal hn been laid of tbo origfawl differanet of capadtj 
btiuMi 1MB and womon; m if womeii mm mora quick, and meo mora 
Jadidoos; m if woomd wera mora ramarkabla for delicaqr of aMoeiation, 
aad BMB Ibr ttrong&r powvn of atteotion. All this, wo oonfeii, appean to 
m ruj haoNL Tbal thcra ia a differaMO in tbo indcntandinga of tho 
mm aad tba women we ereiy daj meet with, eteixbodj, we rappoee, must 
pOToeire; but tliera ia mm iuralT' wbieh maj not be acooonted for bj tbe 
diflenMO of dmmittancei in wbieh tfaej hare been placed, without refer- 
ring to aaj eo^}eet«Bl d ifcraM o of original eonlbrmation of mind. Aa 
long M boja aad giria ran about in the dirt, and trandle boopo together, 
thc7 an both pneiaelx elihe. If joa catoh up ooo-half of theee creatutet, 
aad train them to a pafticniar eet of aetioM and opiniona, and tiie other 
Uf to a perfcetljr oppeeito rat, of oooee their undentandings will diifer, 
M one or the edier aeit of eee u patioM baa called tf>># or that talent into 
aelloa. Then ia suralx m eeeaaien to go hito ai^ deeper or mora abetruae 
raaenalng. In eider to exphUa ao rvf aimple a phe n o me non.** — gy dbiy 
JiiHM*« ir«rii^ ToL i. p. SOS. 
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IX. of France; 'than Jeanne d'Albret, mother of 
Henri Quatre. There are few kings on xeoord who 
contended with more difficult ciroumBtances, or over- 
cune them more triamphantlyy than these. Even in 
semi-barbarons Asia, princesses who have never been 
seen bj men other than those of their own familj, or 
ever spoken with them unless from behind a curtain, 
have as regents, during the minoritj of their sons, ex- 
hibited manj of the most brilliant examples of just and 
vigorous administration. In the Middle Ages, when the 
distance between the upper and lower ranks was greater 
than even between women and men, and the women of 
the privileged dass, however subject to tjrrannjfrom 
the men of the same dass, were at a less distance, bdow 
them than any one else was, and often, in their absence, 
represented them in their ftmctions and authority,— 
numbers of heroic chfttelaines, like Jeanne de Montfort, 
or the great Countess of Derby as late even as the time 
of Charles I., distinguished themselves not only by 
their political but their mQitary capadty. In the cen- 
turies immediatdy before and after the Beformation, 
ladies of royal houses, as diplomatists, as governors 
of provinces, or as the confidential advisers of kmgs, 
equalled the first statesmen of their time; and the 
treaty of Gambray, which gave peace to Europe, was 
negotiated^ m conferences where no other person was 
present, by the aunt of the Emperor Charles the Fifth, 
and the mother of Francis the First. 

Concerning the fitness, then, of women for politics, 
there can be no question ; but the dispute is more likdy 
to turn upon the fitness of politics for women. When 
the reasons alleged for exduding women firom active 
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life in all ittf higher departments aie stripped of their 
garb of dedamatoiy phrases, and reduced to the simple 
expression of a meaning, they seem to be mainlj three : 
first, the incompatibility of active life with matemify, 
and with the cares of a household ; secondly, its alleged 
hardening effect on the character; and, thirdly, the 
inexpediency of making an addition to the already 
exbessive pressure of competition in erery land of pro- 
fessional or lucrative employment. 

The first, the maternity argument, is usually laid 
most stress upon; although (it needs hardly be said) 
this reason) if it be one, can apply only to mothers. It 
ia neither necessaiy nor^just to make imperative on 
women that they shall be either mothers or nothing ; or 
that, if they have been mothers once, they shall be noth- 
ing else during the whole remainder of their lives. 
Neither women nor men need any law to exclude them 
firom an occupation, if they have undertaken another 
which is incompatible with it. No one proposes to 
exclude the male sex from Parliament because a man 
may be a soldier or sailor in active service, or a mer- 
chant whose business requires all his time and energies. 
Nine-tenths of the occupations of men exclude them 
de facto trom public life as efiectually^as if they were 
exduded by law ; but that is no reason for making laws 
to exclude even the nine-tenths, much less the remaining 
tenth. The reason of the case is the same for women 
as for men. There is no need to make provision by 
law, diat a woman shall not carry on the active details of 
a household, or of the educadon of children, and at the 
same time practise a profession, or be elected to Parlia- 
ment. Where incompatibility is real, it will take care 
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of itself; but thepe is gross iiyiutice in making the 
incompatibility a pretence for the exclusion of those in 
whose case it does not exist : and these, if they were 
free to choose, would be a very large proportion. The 
maternity argument deserts its supporters in the case 
of single women, — a large and increasing dass of the 
population ; a fiict which, it is not irrelevant to remark, 
by tending to diminish the excessive competition of 
numbers, is calculated to assist greatly the prosperity 
of all. There is no inherent reason or necessity that 
all women should voluntarily choose to devote their 
lives to one animal function' and its consequences. 
Numbers of women are wives and mothers only because 
there is no other career open to them, — no other occu- 
pation for their feelings or their activities. Every im- 
provement in their education, and enlargement of their 
faculties, every thing which renders them more qualified 
for any other mode of life, increases the number of those 
to whom it is an injury and an oppression to be denied 
the choice. To say that women must be excluded firom 
active life because maternity disqualifies them for it, Ls 
in fact to say that every other career should be forbid- 
den them, in order that maternity may be their only 
resource. 

But, secondly, it is urged, that to give the same flee- 
dom of occupation to women as to men would be an 
injurious addition to the crowd of competitors, by whom 
the avenues to almost all kinds of employment are 
choked up, and its remuneration depressed. This argu- 
ment, it is to be observed, does not reach the political 
question. It gives no excuse for withholding firom 
women the rights of citizenship. The sufiSrage, the 
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jaryAioXf admission to the legislature and to office, it 
does not touch. It bears only on the industrial branch 
of the subject* Allowing it, then, in an economical 
point of yiew, its full force ; assuming that to lay open 
to women the employments now monopolized by men 
would teud, like the breaking-down of other monopo- 
lies, to lower the rate of remuneration in those employ-* 
ments, — let us consider wh«t is the amount of this evil 
consequence, and what the compensation for it. The 
worst ever asserted, much worse than is at all likely 
to be realized, is, that, if women competed with men, a 
man and a woman could not together earn more than is 
now earned by the man alone. Let us make this sup 
position, the most un&yorable supposition possible : the 
joint iucome of the two would be the same as before ; 
whne the woman would be raised from the position of a 
servant to that of a partner. Even if every woman, as 
matters now stand, had ^ daim on some man for sup- 
port, how infinitely preferable is it that part of the 
income should be of the woman's earning, even if the 
aggregate sum were bnt little increased by it, rather 
than that she should be compelled to stand aside in 
order that men may be the sole earners, and the sole 
dispensers of what is earned I Even under the present 
laws respecting the property of women, a woman who 
contributes materially to the support of the family can* 
•not be treated in the same contemptuously Qnrannical 
manner as one, who, however she may toil as a domestic 
drudge, is a dependant on the man for subsuBtence.* 

• Tht tnljkoniblt «flbcte of tht pnNot ttate of Um kw among tho 
of tlM worirfas pop«]«tta bozhibitod in thooo omm of hldtovs 
of thdrwhroo kgr wotUaMMB, with wUek ofoiy nowtpopof^ 
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As for the depression of wages by increase of competi- 
tion, remedies will be found for it in tune. PalliatiTes 
might be applied immediately, — for instance, a more 
rigid exclusion of children from industrial employment 
during the years in which they ought to be working 
only to strengthen their bodies and minds for afterJife* 
Children are necessarily dependent, and under the power 
of others ; and their labor, being not for themselyes, 
but for the gain of their parents, is a proper subject for 
legislative regulation. With respect to the future, we 
neither believe that improvident multiplication, and the 
consequent excessive difficulty of gaining a subsistence, 
will always continue ; nor that the division of mankind 
iDto capitalists and hired laborers, and the regulation of 
the reward of laborers mainly by demand and supply, 
will be for ever, or even much longer, the rule of the 
world. But, so long as competition is the general law 
of human life, it is tjrranny to shut out one-half of the 
competitors. All who have attained the age of self- 
government have an equal claim to be permitted to sell 
whatever kind of useful labor they are capable of, for -> 
the price which it will bring. 

The third objection to the admission of women to 
political or professional life, its alleged hardening ten- 
dency, belongs to an age now past, and is scarcely to be 
comprehended by people of the present time. There 
are still, however, persons who say that the world and 
its avocations render men selfish and unfeeling; that 



tttry police report, teems. Wietchee, anflt to have the nuUIert aathorilgr 
over any liriDg thing, have a helpless woman for their hoosehold slave. 
These excesses coald not exist if women both earned, and had the r^ te 
possess, a part of the hMome of the fluni^. 
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tbe Struggles, rivalries, and collisions of business and 
of politics make them harsh and unamiable ; that, if 
half the species must unavoidably be given up to these 
things, it is the more necessaiy that the other half should 
be kept free from them ; that to presence women from 
tbe bad influences of the world is the only chance of 
preventing men from being wholly given up to them. 

There would have been plausibilitj in this argument 
when the world was still in the age of violence ; when 
life was fidl of physical conflict, and every man had to 
redress his injuries^ or those of others, by the sword or 
by the strength of his arm. Women, like priests, by 
being exempted from such responsibilities, and from 
some part of the accompanying dangers, may have been 
enabled to exenase a benefidal influence. But, in the 
present condition of human life, we do not know where 
those hardening influences are to be found, to which 
men are subject, and from which women are at present 
exempt. Individuals now-a-days are seldom called 
upon to fight hand to hand, even with peacefrd weap- 
ons; personal enmities and rivalities count for little 
in worldly transactions ; the general pressure of cir- 
cumstances, not the adverse will of individuals, is the 
obstacle men now have to make bead against. That 
pressure, when excessive, breaks the spirit, and cramps 
and soqrs the feelings ; but not less of women than of 
men, since they suffer certainly not less from its evils. 
There are still quarrels and dislikes ; but the sources of 
them are changed. The feudal chief once found lus 
bitterest enemy in his powerfid neighbor ; the minister 
or courtier, in his rival for place : but opposition of 
interest in active life, as a cause of personal animosity. 
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is out of date ; the enmities of the present day arise not 
from great things, t>ut small ; ifrom what people say of 
one another, more than from what they do ; and if there 
are hatred, malice, and all uncharitableness, they are to 
be found among women fully as much as among men. 
In the present state of ciyilization, the notion of guard- 
ing women from the hardening influences of the world 
could only be realized by secluding them from society 
altogether. The common duties of common life, as at 
present constituted, are incompatible with any other 
softness in women than weakness. Surely weak minda 
in weak bodies must ere long cease to be even supposed 
to be either attractive or amiable. 

But, m truth, none of these arguments and consider- 
ations touch the foundations of the subject. The real 
question is, whether it is right and expedient that one- 
half of the human race should pass through life in a state 
of forced subordination to the other half. If the best 
state of human society is that of being divided into two 
parts, one consisting of persons with a will and a sub- 
stantive existence, the other of humble companions to 
these persons, attached, each of them to one, for the 
purpose of bringing up his children, and making his 
home pleasant to him, — if this is the place assigned to 
women, it is but kindness to educate them for this ; 
to make them believe that the greatest good fortune 
whicl\ can befall them is to be. chosen by some man for 
this purpose ; and that every other career which the 
world deems happy or honorable is closed to them by 
^6 law, not of social institutions, but of nature and 
destiny. 

' When, however, we ask why the existence of one- 
vob XIX. 8 
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half the species shoold be merely ancillary to that of the 
other; why each woman should be a mere appendage 
to a man, allowed to have no interests of her own, that 
there may be nothing to compete in her mind with his 
interests and his pleasnre, — the only reason which can 
be given is, that men like it. It is agreeable to them 
ihat men should live ibr their own sake, women for the 
aake of men ; and the qualities and conduct in subjects 
which are agreeable to rulers, they succeed for a long 
time in making the subjects themselves consider as their 
i^ropriate virtues. Helvetius has met with much ob- 
loquy for asserting that persons usually mean by virtues 
ihe qualities which are useful or convenient to them- 
selves. How truly this is said of mankind in general, 
and how wonderfully the ideas of virtue set afloat by 
the powerful are caught and imbibed by those under 
their dominion, is exemplified by the manner in which 
the world were once persuaded that the supreme virtue 
of subjects was loyalty to kings, and are still persuaded 
that the paramount virtue of womanhood is lojralty to 
men. Under a nominal recognition of a moral code com- 
mon to both, in practice self-will and self-assertion form 
the type of what are designated as manly virtues, while 
abn^ation of self, patience, resignadon, and submis- 
sion to power, unless when resistance is commanded 
by other interests than their own, have been stamped by 
general consent as pre-eminently the duties and graces 
reqiured of women ; the meaning bdng merely, that 
power makes itself the centre of moral obligation, and 
that a man likes to have his own will, but does not like 
that his domestic companion should have a will dxflferent 
.from his. 
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We are fiir from pretendiiig, that, in modem and dr- 
iliaeed tunes, no redprocity of obligation is acknowledged 
on the part -of the stronger. Such an assertion would 
be veiy wide of the truth. But even this redproci^, 
which has disarmed tyranny — at least in the higher and 
middle classes — of its most revolting features, jet, 
when combined with the original evil of the dependent 
condition of women, has introduced in its turn serious 
evils. 

In the beginning, and among tribes which are* stall 
in a primitive condition, women were and are the slaves 
of men for purposes of toil. All the hard bodily labor 
devolves on them. The Australian savage is idle, while 
women paiofiilly dig up the roots on which he lives. 
An American Indian, when he has killed a deer, leaves 
it, and sends a woman to carry it home. In a state 
somewhat more advanced, as in Asia, women were and 
are the slaves of men for purposes of sensuality. In 
Europe, ther6 early succeeded a third and milder domin- 
ion, secured not by blows, nor by locks and bars, but 
by sedulous inculcation on the mind : feeHngs also of 
kindness, and ideas of duty, such as a superior owes 
to inferiors under his protection, became more and 
more involved in the rehition. But it did not, for many 
ages, become a relation of companionship, even between 
unequals. The lives of the two persons were apart. 
The wife was part of the furniture of home, — of the 
resting-place to which the man returned from business 
or pleasure. His occupations were, as they still are, 
among men : his pleasures and ezdtements also were, 
for the most part, among men,— -among his equals.^ 
He was a patriardx and a despot within four walls; and 
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iireepoDable power had its effect, greater or leas aoooid- 
ing to bis disposition, in rendering him domineering, 
exacting, sel&worshipping, when not capricionsly or 
brotaUy tyrannical. Bjit, if the moral part of his nature 
snfiered, it was not neoessarily so, in the same degree, 
irith the intellectoal or the active portion. He mi^t 
liaye as much vigor of mind and energy of character as , 
liis natore enabled him, and as the drcnmstances of his 
times allowed. He might write the ** Paradise Lost," 
or win the battle of Marengo. This was the condition 
of the Ghreeks and Bomans, and of the modems until a 
recent date. Their rehtions with their domestic sub- 
ordinates occupied a mere comer, though a cherished 
one, of their lives. Their education as men, the forma- 
' tion of their character and faculties, depended mainly 
on a different class of influences. 

It is otherwise now. The progress of improvement 
has unposed on all possessors of power, and of domestic 
power among the rest, an increased and increasing sense 
of corrdative obligation. No man now thinks tiiat his 
wife has no claim upon his actions but such as he may 
accord to her. All men of any conscience believe that 
their duty to their wives is one of the most binding of 
their obligations. Nor is it supposed to consist solely 
in protection ; which, in the present state of civilization, 
women have almost ceased to need : it involves care for 
their happiness, and consideration of their wishes, with 
a not unfiequent samfice ot thdr own to them. The 
power of husbands has reached tiie stage which the 
power of longs had arrived at when opinion did not 
yet questi6n the rightfulness of arbitraiy power, but in 
theoiy, and to a certain extent in practice, condemned 
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the fldfiah use of it. Thia improyement in the moral 
sentiments of mankindy and increased sense of the con- 
sideration due bj every man to those who have no one 
but himself to look to^ has tended to make home more 
and more the centre of interest, and domestic circum- 
stances and society a larger and larger part of life, and 
of its pursuits and pleasures. Hie tendency has been 
strengthened by the changes of tastes and manners 
which have so remarkably distinguished the last two or 
three generations. In days not far distant, men found 
their excitement and filled up their time in violent bodily 
exercises, noisy merriment, and intemperance. They 
have now, in all but the very poorest classes, lost their 
inclination for these things, and for the coarser pleasures 
generally : they have now scarcely any tastes but those 
which they have in common with women ; and; for the 
first time in the world, men and women are really com- 
panions. A most beneficial change, if the companion- 
ship were between equals ; but, being between unequals, 
it produces what good observers have noticed, though 
without perceiving its cause, — a progressive deterion^ 
tion among men in what had hitherto been considered the 
masculine excellences. Those who are so careful that 
women should not become men do not see tliat men 
are becoming what they have decided that women should 
be, — are falling into the feebleness which they have so 
long cultivated in their companions. Those who are 
associated in their lives tend to become assimilated in 
character. In the present closeness of association be-, 
tween the sexes, men cannot retain manlmAi^ unless 
women acquire it. 
There is hardly any situation more unfinvorable to the 
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. nudnteDance of deyttdon of character, or force of intel- 
lect, than to live in the aocietjr, and seek by preference 
tbe qrinpatfaj, of inferiors in mental endowments. Why 
is it ihat we constantly see in life so much of inteDectual 
and moral promise foUowed by such inadequate per- 
formance, but because the aspirant has compared him- 
self only with those below himself, and has not sought 
improvement or stimulus ifrom measuring himself with 
his equals or superiors? In the present state of social 
life, this is becoming the general condition of men. 
They care less and less for any sympathies, and are less 
and less under any personal influences but those of the 
domestic roof. Not to be misunderstood, it is neces- 
sary that we should distinctly disclaim the belief that 
women are even now inferior in intellect to men.' There 
are women who are the equals in intellect of any men 
who ever lived ; and, comparing ordinary women with 
ordinary men, the varied though petty details which com- 
pose the occupation of most women call forth probably 
as much of mental ability as the uniform routineof the 
pursuits which are the habitual occupation of a large 
majority of men. It is jfrom nothing in the faculties 
themselves, but from the petty subjects and interests on 
which alone they are exercised, that the companionship 
of women, such as their present circumstances make 
them, so often exercises a dissolvent influence on high 
faculties and aspirations in men. If one of the- two 
has no knowledge and no care about the great ideas and 
purposes which dignify life, or about any of its practical 
concerns, save personal interests and personal vanities, 
her consdons, and still more her unconscious influence, 
will, except in rare cases, reduce to a secondary place 
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in hiB mind, if not entirely extinguish, those interests 
which she cannot or does not share. 

Onr argument here brings us into collision with what 
may be termed the moderate reformers of the education 
of women ; a sort of persons who cross the path of 
improvement on all great questions ; those who would 
mftinfiiin the old bad principles, mitigating their conse- 
quences. These saj that women should be, not slaves 
nor servants, but companions, and educated for that 
o£Sce (they do not say that men should be educated to 
be the companions of women). But since uncultivated 
women are not suitable companions for cultivated men, 
and a man who feels interest in things above and beyond 
the family circle vrishes that his companion should sym- 
pathize with him in that interest, they therefore say, let 
women improve their understanding and taste, acquire 
general knowledge, cultivate poetry, art, even coquet 
with science ; and some stretch their liberality so fSu: as 
to say, inform themselves on politics, not as pursuits, 
but sufficiently to fed an interest in the subjects, and to 
be capable of holding a conversation on them with the 
husband, or at least of understandmg and imbibing his 
wisdom. Very agreeable to him, no doubt, but, un- 
fortunately, the reverse of improving. It is from hav- 
ing intellectual communion only with those to whom 
they can lay down the law, that so few men continue to 
advance in wisdom beyond the first stages. The most 
eminent men cease to improve, if they associate only 
with disciples. When they have overtopped those who 
immediately surround them, if they wish for further 
growth, they must seek for others of their own stature 
to consort with. The mental companionship which is 
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improTing is oommimion betweeii active minds, not 
mere contact between an active mind and a passive. 
This inestimable advantage is even now eigojed, when 
a strong-minded man and a strong-minded woman are, 
by a rare chance, united ; and would be had far oftener, 
if education took the same pains to form strong-minded 
women which it takes to prevent them from being 
formed. The modem, and what are regarded as the 
improTed and enlightened, modes of education of wo- 
men, abjure, as far as words go, an education of mere 
filiowy and profess to aim at solid instruction, but mean, 
hy that expression, superficial information on solid sub- 
jects. Excqyt accomplishments, which are now gene- 
rally regarded as to be taught weU if tan^t at all, 
nothing is taught to women thoroughly. Small por- 
tions only of what it is attempted to teach thoroughly 
to boys are the whole of what it is intended or desired 
to teach to women. What makes intelligent beings is 
the power of thought : the stimuli which call forth that 
power are tiie interest and dignity of thought itself, and 
a field for its practical application. Both motives are 
cut off from those who are told from infancy that 
thought, and all its greater applications, are other peo- 
ple's business, whQe theirs is to make themselves agree- 
able to other people. High mental powers in women 
will be but an exceptional accident, until every career is 
open to them, and until they, as well as men, are edu- 
ei^ed for themselves and for the world, ^- not one sex 
finr the other. 

In what we have said on the effect of the inferior 
position of women, combined with the present constitu-* 
tkm of married life, we have thus &r had in view only 
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the mo8t fiivorable casesy — those in which there is some 
real approach to that union and blending of characters 
and of lives which the theory of the relation contem- 
plates as its ideal standard. But, if we look to the 
great majority of cases, the effect of women's legal 
inferiority, on the character both of women and of men, 
must be painted in far darker colors. We do not speak 
here of the grosser brutalities, nor of the man's power 
to seize on the woman's earnings, or compel her to live 
with him against her will. . We do not address our- 
selves to any one who requires to have it proved that 
these things should be remedied. We suppose average 
cases, in which there is neither complete union nor com- 
plete disunion of feelings and character ; and we affirm, 
that, in such cases, the influence of the dependence on 
the woman's side is. demoralizing to the character of 
both. 

The common opinion is, that, whatever may be the 
case with the intellectual, the moral influence of women 
over men is almost always salutary. It is, we are often 
told, the great counteractive of selfishness. However 
the case may be as to personal influence, the influence 
of the position tends eminently to promote selfishness. 
The most insignificant of men, the man who can obtain 
influence or consideration nowhere else, finds one place 
where he is chief and head. . There is one person, often 
greatly his superior in understanding, who is obliged to 
consult him, and whom he is not obliged to consult* 
He is judge, magistrate, ruler, over their joint con- 
cerns ; arbiter of all differences between them. The 
justice or conscience to which her appeal must be made 
is his justice and conscience: it is his to hold the 
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balance and adjuat the scales between bis own dainui or 
widies and tfaoee of another. His is now the only 
tribunal, in dviliaed life, in which the same person ia 
judge and party. A generous mind, in such a situa 
tkxn, makes the balance incline against its own side, 
and giTes the other not less, but more, than a fair 
equality; and thus the weaker side may be enabled to 
torn the veiy hct of dependence into an instrument of 
power, and, in defiudt of justice, take an ungenerous 
sidvantage of generosity ; rendering the unjust power, 
to those who make an unselfish use of it, a torment and 
aborthen. But how is it when average men are invested 
with this power, without reciprocity and without re- 
sponsibility ? Give such a man the idea that he is first 
in law and in opinion ; that to will is his part, and hers 
to submit : it is absurd to suppose, that this idea merely 
glides over his mind, without sinking into it, or having 
any effect on his feelings and practice. The propensity 
to make himself the first object of consideration, and 
others at most the second, is not so rare as to be 
wanting where every thing seems purposely arranged 
for encouraging its indulgence. If there is any self- 
will in the man, he becomes either the consdons or 
unconscious despot of his household. The wife, indeed, 
often succeeds in gaining her objects ; but it is by some 
of the many various forms of indirectness and manage- 
ment. 

Thus the position is corrupting equally to both : in 
the one, it produces the vices of power ; in the other, 
those of artifice. Women, in their present physical 
and moral state, having stronger impulses, would nato- 
zaDy be finmker and more direct than men ; yet all the 
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old eftW8 and tradidoiu represent them as artfid and 
dlMembling. Why? Because their only way to their • 
objects is by indirect paths. In all countries where 
women have strong wishes and active minds, this conse- 
quence is inevitable ; and, if it is less conspicuous ia 
England than in some other places, it is because Eng- 
lish women, saving occasional exceptions, have ceased 
to have either strong wishes or active minds. 

We are not now speaking of cases in which there 
is any thing deserving the name of strong affection on 
both sides. That, where it exists, is too powerful a 
principle not to modify greatly the bad influences of the 
situation. It seldom, however, destroys them entirely. 
Much oftener, the bad influences are too strong for the 
affection; and destroy it. The highest order of durable 
and happy attachments would be a hundred times more 
firequent than they are, if the a£S^on which the two 
sexes sought from one another were that genuine friend- 
ship which only exists between equals in privileges as 
in fiumlties. But with regard to what is commonly 
called affection in married life, — the habitual and almost ' 
mechanical feeling of kindliness, and pleasure in each 
other^s society, which generally grows up between per* 
sons who constantly live togedier, unless there is actual 
dislike, — there is nothing in this to contradict or qual- 
ify the mischievous influence of the unequal relation. 
Such feelings often exist between a sultan and his &- 
vorites ; between a master and his servants : they axe 
merely examples of the pliability of human nature, 
which accommodates itself in some degree even to the 
worst droumstanoes, and the commonest natures alwaya 
the most easily. 
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With respect to the influence personally exercised by 
wonHia over men, it no doubt renders them less harsh 
snd brutal : in ruder times, it was often the only soften- 
ing influence to which they were accessible. But the 
ssaertjon, that the wife's influence renders the man less 
selfish, contains, as things now are, fuUy as much error 
as truth. Selfishness towards the wife herself, and 
towards those in whom she is interested, the children, 
though feyored by her dependence, the wife*s influence, 
no doubt, tends to counteract* But the general efiect 
on him of her character, so long as her interests 
are concentrated in the fiimily, tends but to' substitute 
for individual selfishness a fiunily selfishness, wearing 
an amiable guise, and putting on the mask of duty. 
How rarely is the wife's influence on the side of public 
Tirtoe I how rarely does it do otherwise than discourage 
any effort of prindple by which the private interests or 
woijdly vanities of the fenuly can be expected to suffSsr I 
Public spirit, sense of duty towards the public good, is 
of all virtues, as women are now educated and situated, 
the most rarely to be found among them : they have 
seldom even — what in men is often a partial substitute 
for public spirit — a sense of personal honor connected 
with any public duty. Many a man, whom no money 
or personal flattery would have bought, has bartered his 
political opinions against a title, or invitations for his 
wife ; and a still greater number are made mere hunters 
after the puerile vanities of society, because their wives 
value them. As for opinions, in Catholic countries 
the wife's iofluence is another name for that of the 
priest: he gives her, in the hopes and emotions con- 
nected with a future life, a consolation for the sufferings 
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and diflappointmeiits which are her ordinaty lot in 
thiB. Elsewhere, her weight is thrown into the scale 
either of the most commonplace or of the most out- 
wardly prosperous opinions; either those by which 
censure will be escaped, or by which worldly advance- 
ment IB likeliest to be procured. In England, the wife's 
influence is usually on the illiberal and anti-popular 
side: this is generally the gaining side for personal 
interest and vanity ; and what to her is the democracy 
or liberalism in which she has no part, — which leaves 
her the Pariah it found her? .The man himself, when 
he marries, usually declines into conservatism ; begins 
to sympathize with the holders of power more than 
with its victims, and thinks it his jMurt to be on the 
side of authority. As to mental progress, except those 
vulgarer attainments by which vanity or ambitipn are 
promoted, there is generally an end to it in a man who 
marries a wonum mentally his inferior ; unless, indeed, 
he is unhappy in marriage, or becomes indifferent. 
From a man of twenty-five or thirty, after he is mar- 
ried, an experienced observer seldom expects any further 
progress in mind or feelings. It is rare that the prog- 
ress already made is maintained. Any spark of the 
mena divinior^ which might otherwise have spread and 
become a flame, seldom survives for any length of time 
unextinguished. For a mind which learns to be satis-, 
fled with what it already is; which does not mces- 
santly look forward to a degree of improvement not yet 
reached, — becomes relaxed, self-indulgent, and loses 
the spring and the tension which maintain it even at the 
point already attained. And there is no fiict in human 
nature to which experience bears more invariable testi* 
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monj than to this, — that all social or sympathetic 
influences which do not raise up, pull down : if they 
do not tend to stimulate and exalt the mind, they tend 
to vulgarize it. 

For the interest, therefore, not only of women, but 
of men, and of human improvement in the widest sense, 
the emancipation of women, which the modem world 
often boasts of having effected, and for which credit is 
sometimes given to civilization, and sometimes to Chris* 
tianity, cannot stop where it is. If it were either 
necessary or just that pne portion of mankind should 
remain mentally and spiritually only half developed, the 
development of the other portion ought to have been 
made, as far as possible, independent of their influ-' 
ence. Instead of this, they have become the most 
indmate, and, it may now be said, the only intimate, 
associates of those to whom yet they are sedulously kept 
infierior ; and have been raised just high enough to drag 
the others down to themselves. 

We have left behind a host of vulgar objections, 
either as not worthy of an answer, or as answered by 
the general course of our remarks. A few words, 
however, must be said on one plea, which in England 
is made much use of for giving an unselfish air to 
the upholding of selfish privileges, and which, with 
unobserving, unreflecting people, passes for much more 
than it is worth. Women, it is said, do not desire, 
do not seek, what is called their emancipation : on the 
oontrBry, they generally disown such claims when made 
in their behalf, and fall with achamemefU upon any one 
of tiiemsdves who identifies herself with th^ common 
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Supposing the ftct to be true in the fullest extent 
ever anerted, if it proves that European women ought 
to remain as thej are, it proves exactly the same with 
respect to Asiatic women ; for they too, instead of mur- 
muring at their seclusion, and at the restramt imposed 
upon them, pride themselves on it, and aie astonished 
at the effrontery of women who receive visits from 
male acquaintances, and are seen in the streets unveiled. 
Habits of submission make men as well as women ser- 
vile-minded. The vast population of Asia do not desire 
or value, probably would not accept, political liberty ; 
nor the savages of the forest, civilization : which does 
not prove that either of those things is undesirable for 
them, or that they will not, at some future time, enjoy 
it. Custom hardens human beings to any kind of 
degradation, by deadening the part of their nature 
which would resist it. And the case of women is, in 
this respect, even a peculiar one ; for no other inferior 
caste that we have heard of have been taught to regard 
their degradation as their honor. The argument, how- 
ever, implies a secret consciousness that the alleged 
preference of women for their dependent state is merely 
apparent, and arises from their being allowed no choice ; 
for, if the preference be natural, there can be no neces- 
sity for enforcing it by law. To make laws compelling 
people to follow their inclination has not hitherto been 
thought necessary by any legislator. The plea, that 
women do not desire any change, is the same that has 
been urged, times out of mind, against the proposal of 
aboliBhing any social evil, — ** there is no complaint : ^ 
which is generally not true ; and, when true, only so 
because there is not that hope of success, without which 
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compliunt seldom makes itself audible to unwilling 
ears. How does the objector know that women do 
not desire equalitjr and freedom? He never knew a 
woman who did not, or would not, desire it for her- 
self individually. It would be very simple' to suppose, 
that, if they do desire it, they will say so. Their 
position is like that of the tenants or laborers who vote 
against their own political interests to please their land- 
lords or employers; with the unique addition, that 
submission is inculcated on them from childhood, as 
the peculiar attraction and grace of their character. 
They are taught to think, that to repel actively even 
an admitted injustice done to them^ves is somewhat 
onfemimne, and had better be left to some male friend 
or protector. To be accused of rebellmg against any 
thmg which admits of being called an ^ ordinance of 
society,'' they are taught to regard as an imputation of 
a serious offence, to say the least, against the proprieties 
of their sex. It requires unusual moral courage as well 
as disinterestedness in a woman to express opinions 
favorable to women's enfranchisement, until at least 
there is some prospect of obtaining it. The comfort of 
her individual life, and her social consideration, usually 
depend on the good-will of those who hold the undue 
power; and, to possessors of power, any complaint, how- 
ever bitter, of the misuse of it, is a less flagrant act of 
insubordination than to protest against the power itself. 
The professions of women in this matter remind us of 
the State offenders of old, who, on the point of execu- 
tion, used to protest their love and devotion to the sov- 
ereign by whose unjust mandate they suffered. Griselda 
herself might be matched from the speeches put by 
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Shakspeare into the moutlis of male Tictims of kinglj 
caprice and tyranny, — the Duke of Buckingham, for 
example, in ** Henry the Eighth ; ** and even Wolaey. 
The Utcraiy class of women, especially in Engkind, are 
ostentatious in disclaiming the desire for equality or 
citizenship, and proclaiming their complete satisfaction 
with the place which society assigns to them ; exercising 
in this, as in many other respects, a most noxious influ- 
ence over the feelings and opinions of men, who unsus- 
pectingly accept the servilities of toadyism as concessions 
to the force of truth, not considering that it is the 
personal interest of these women to profess whatever 
opinions they expect will be agreeable to men. It is 
not among men of talent, sprung from the people, and 
patronized and flattered by the aristocracy, that we look 
for the leaders of a democratic movement. Successful 
literary women are just as unlikely to prefer the causie 
of women to their own social consideration. They 
depend on men's opinion for their literary as well as for 
their feminine successes ; and such is their bad opinion 
of men, that they believe there is not more than one in 
ten thousand who does not dislike and fear strength^ 
sincerity, or high spirit, in a woman. They are there* 
fore anxious to earn pardon and toleration for whatever 
of these qualities their, writings may exhibit on other ^ 
subjects, by a studied display of submission on this, 
that they may give no occasion for vulgar men to say 
(what nothbg will prevent vulgar men. from saying) 
that learning makes women unfeminine, and that lite- 
rary ladies are likely to be "bad wives. 

But enough of this ; especially as the fact which 
aflbrds the occasion for this notioe makes it impos- 
vou III. 9 
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Bible any longer to assert the uniTersal aoquiesoeiice 
of women (saving individual exceptions) in their de- • 
pendent condition. In the United States, at least, 
there are women, seemingly numerous, and now or- 
ganized for action on the public mind, who demand 
equality in the fullest acceptation of the word, and 
demand it by a straightforward appeal to men's sense 
of justice, not plead for it with a timid deprecation of 
their displeasure. 

Like other popular movements, however, this may 
be seriously retarded by the blunders of its adherents. 
Tried by the ordinary standard of public meetings, 
the speeches at the Convention are remarkable for the 
preponderance of the rational over the declamatory 
dement ; but there are some exceptions ; and things to 
which it is impossible to attach any rational meaning 
have found their way into the resolutions, llius the 
resolution which sets forth the claims made in behalf of 
women, after claiming equality in education, in indus* 
trial pursuits, and in political rights, enumerates, as 
a fourth head of demand, something under the name 
of ^social and spiritual union,'' and "a medium of ex- 
pressmg the highest moral and spiritual views of just- 
ice," with other similar verbiage, serving only to mar 
the simplici^ and rationality of the other demands ; 
resemblmg those who would weakly attempt to com- 
bine nominal equality between men and women with 
enforced distinctions in their privileges and fonctions. 
What is wanted for women is equal rights, equal ad- 
m&Bsbn to all sodal privfleges ; not a position apart, 
a sort of sentimental priesthood. To this, the only 
just and rational principle, both the resolutions and 
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the speeches, for the most part, adhere. They contain 
60 litde which is akin to the nonsensical paragraph in 
question, that we suspect it not to be the work of the 
same hands as most of the other resolutions. The 
strength of the cause lies in the support of those who 
are influenced by reason and principle ; and to attempt 
to recommend it by sentimentalities, absurd in reason, 
and inconsistent with the principle on which the move- 
ment is founded, is to place a good cause on a level 
with a bad one. 

There are indications that the example of America 
will be followed on this side of the Atlantic ; and the 
first step has been taken in that part of England where 
every serious movement in the direction of political 
progress has its commencement, — the manufacturing 
districts of the North. On the 13th of February, 
1851, a petition of women, agreed to by a pubUo 
meeting at Sheffield, and claiming the elective firan- 
chise, was presented to the House of Lords by the Earl 
of Carlisle. 
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If tbe worth of Dr. Whewell's writings ootild be 
measured hy the importanoe and amplitude of their 
subjectSy no writer of the age could vie with him in 
merit or uBefitlness. He has aspired to be, not only 
the historian, bat the philosopher and legislator, of 
almost all the great departments of human knowledge ; 
reducing each to its first principles, and showing how it 
might be scientifically erolyed firom these as a connected 
whole. After endeavoring, in his ** History and Philos- 
ophy of the Inductive Sdences,** to place physics, and 
incidentally metaphysics, on a philosophic foundation, 
he has made an almost equally ambitious attempt on 
the subjects of morals and government, of whidi the 
two works before us are the results. He is thus en- 
tided to the praise of having done his 6est to wipe oiF 
firom the two endowed universities, in one of which he 
holds a high place, the reproach to which they have so 
long been justiy liable, of neglecting the higher regions 
of philosophy. By his writings and influence, he has 
been an agent in that revival of speculation on the most 

• W«>tmlBtter Beriew, Oetobar, 18S1..1. •'LMtiint on the Hifioiy 
oTMoral PhaoMphxin England.** B7 WiUi«n WhewvU, D J>^ Uaitor of 
Trinity Colkge, and Fwvemot of Uoial FhlloMplqr in tlio V^rwLtj 
or Onubridgo. 1 voL Svo. 1861. 

a. '•EloMnti of Uoralil7, iaelnding PoU^." By tlio luno Antlior. 
trOt^Bf. 164S. 
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difficult and highest subjeots, which has been noticeable 
for some years past within as well as without the pale 
of Oxford and Oambridge. And inasmuch as mental 
activi^ of any kind is better than torpidity, and bad 
solutions of the great questjions of philosophy are pref- 
erable to a lazy ignoring of their existence, whoever 
has taken so actire a part as Dr. Whewell in this intel- 
lectual movement may lay daim to oonsiderable merit. 

Unfortunately, it is not in the nature of bodies 
constituted like the English universities, even when 
stirred up into something like mental activity, to send 
forth thought of any but one description. There have 
been universities (those of Fhmce and (Germany have 
at some periods been practically conducted on this prin- 
dple) which brought together into a body the most 
vigorous thinkers and the ablest teachers, whatever the 
conclusions to which their thinking might have led . 
them. But, in the English universities, no thought can 
find place, except that which can reconcile itself with 
orthodoxy. They are ecclesiastical institutions; and 
it is the essence of all churches to vow adherence to a 
set of opinions made up and prescribed, it matters little 
whether three or thirteen centuries ago. Men will 
some day open their eyes, and perceive how fotal a 
thing it is, that the instruction of those who are in- 
tended to be the guides and governors of manldnd 
should be confided to a collection of persons thus 
pledged. If the opinions they are pledged to were 
every one as true as any fact in physical science, and 
had been adopted, not as they almost always are, on 
trust and authority, but as the result of the most dili- 
gent and impartial examination of which the mind of 
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the redpient was capable, — even then, the engagement 
under penalties alwajs to adhere to the opinions once 
assented to would debilitate and lame the mind, and 
unfit it for progress, still more for assisting the progress 
€i others. The person who has to think more of what 
an opinion leads to, than of what is the evidence of it, 
cannot be a philosopher, or a teacher of philosophers. 
Of what value is the opinion, on any subject, of a man 
of whom every one knows, that, by his profession, he 
must hold that opinion? and how can intellectual vigor 
be fostered by the teaching of those, who, even as a 
'matter of dufy, would rather that their pupils were 
weak and orthodox, than strong with freedom of 
thought? Whoever thinks that persons thus tied are 
fitting depositaries of the trust of educating a people 
must think that the proper object of intellectual educa- 
tion is, not to strengthen and cultivate the intellect, but 
to make sure of its adopting certain conclusions ; that, 
in short, in the exercise of the thinking faculty, there 
is something, either rdigion or conservatism or peace, 
or whatever it be, more important than truth. Not to 
dilate further on this topic, it is nearly inevitable, that 
when persons bound by the vows, and placed in the 
circumstances, of an established' clergy, enter into the 
paths of higher speculation, and endeavor to make a 
philosophy, either purpose or instinct will direct them 
to the kind of philosophy best fitted to prop up the 
doctrines to which they are pledged ; and, when these 
doctrines are so prodigiously in arrear of the general 
progress of thought as the doctrines of the Church of 
England now are, the philosophy resulting will have a 
tendency, not to promote, but to arrest, progress. 
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Without the slightest wish to speak in disparagement 
of Dr. Whewell's labors, and with no ground for ques- 
tioning his sincerity of purpose, we think the preoeding 
remark thorou^y applicable to his philosophical specu* 
lations. We do not say the intention, but certainly the- 
tendency, of his efforts, is to shape the whole of philos- 
ophy, physical as well as moral, into a form adapted to 
serve as a support and a justification to any opiniona 
which happen to be established. A writer who has 
gone beyond all his predecessors in the mandacture of 
necessary truths, that is, of propositions, which, accord* 
ing to him, may be known to be true, independently of 
proof; who ascribes this self-evidence to the larger 
generalities of all sdences (however litde obvious at 
first) as soon as they have become familiar, — was stiU 
more certain to regard all moral propositions fiimiliar to 
him from his early years as self-evident truths. EBa 
** Elements of Morality ^ could be nothing bettor than a 
classification and systematizing of the opinions whidi 
he found prevailing among those who had been edu* 
cated according to the approved methods of his own 
country ; or, let us rather say, an apparatus for con-> 
verting those prevailing opinions on matters of morali^ 
into reasons for themselves. 

This, accordingly, is what we find in Dr. Whewell*8 
volumes ; while we have sought in'vain for the numer* 
ous minor merits which give a real scientific value to 
his previous works. If the ^ Philosophy of the Inductivo 
Sciences ** was, as we think, an erroneous philosophy^ 
it contained much that was not unfit to find place ia 
a better, and was often calculated to suggest deeper 
thoughts than it possessed of its own. But, in tha 
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** Elements of Morality,'' he leaves the subject so exactly 
as he finmd it; the book is so mere a catalogue of 
received opinions, containing nothidg to correct any 
ci them, and little which can work with any potenqr 

. even to confirm them, — that it can scarcely be counted 
as any thing more than one of the thousand waves on 
the dead sea of commonplace, affording nothing to in- 
yite or to reward a separate examination. We should 
not, therefore, have Mt called upon to concern our- 
selves specially about it, if Dr. Whewell had not, in 
his more recent publication, ** Lectures on the History 
of Moral Philosophy in England," undertaken to chai^ 
acterize and criticise, firom his own point of view, all 
other English writers on moral philosophy, and par- 

' ticnlarly those who derive their ethical conclusions, not 
fiom internal intuition, but from an external standard. 
So long as he contented himself with giving what we 
think bad reasons for common opinions, there was not 
much inducement to interfere with them ; but assaults 
on the only methods of philosophizing from which any 
improvement in ethical opinions can be looked for 
oug^t to be repelled. And, in doing this, it is necessary 
to extend our comments to some of Dr. Whewell's sub- 
stantive opinions also. When he argues in condemna- 
tion of any external standard, and especially of utility, 
or tendenqr to happiness, as the principle or test of 
morality, it is material to examine how he gets on with- 
out it; how he &res in the attempt to construct a cohe- 
rent tiieoiy of morals on any other basis. We shall 
make use of his larger work. in so fiur only as it is 
evidence on this point. 
Even with the **Lectures,^ considered as giving an 
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aooount of English speculations on moral philosophy 
previous to the age of Bentham and Paley, it is not our 
purpose to meddle: Hobbes, therefore, and Locke, 
must be left in the hands of Dr. Wbewell, without any 
attempt either to correct his estimate of their opinions, 
or to offer any judgment of our own. This historical 
sketch suggests, however, one remark of an historical 
character, not new to any one who is conversant with 
the writings of English thinkers on ethical subjects. 
During the greater part of the eighteenth century, the 
received opinions in religion and ethics were chiefly 
attacked, as by Shaftesbury, and even by Hume, on the 
ground of instinctive feelings of virtue, and the theory 
of a moral taste or sense. As a consequence of this, 
the defenders of established opinions, both lay and cleri- 
cal, commonly professed utilitarianism. To the many 
writers on the side of orthodoxy, of the utilitarian 
school, mentioned by Dr. Whewell, might be added 
several of at least equal note whom he has omitted ; as 
John Brown, the author of ** Essays on the Character- • 
istics ;^ Soame Jenyns, and his more celebrated re- ' 
viewer. Dr. Johnson ; all of whom, as explicitly as 
Bentham, laid down the doctrine, that utility is the 
foundation of morals. This series of writers attained 
its culmination in Paley, whose treatise, proclaiming 
without evasion or circumlocution, not only expediency 
as the end, but (a very different doctrine) simple self- 
interest as the motive, of virtue, and dedudng from 
these premises all the orthodox conclusions, became the 
text-book of moral philosophy in one of the two uni- 
versities of the Church of England. But a change 
ensued ; and the utilitarian doctrine, which had been the 
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fuTorite theoiy of the defenders of orthodoxy, began to 
be naed by its assailants. In the hands of the French 
phfloflopiierS) and in those of Godwin and of Bentham, — 
who, though earb'er than Godwin in date, was later 
in acquiring popular influence, — a moral philosophy 
founded on utility led to many conclusions very unac- 
ceptable to the orthodox. For a whole generation, so 
efiectnal a fight was kept up against those condosions, 
by bayonets in the field, and prosecutions in the courts 
of justice, that there seemed no necessity for taking 
much concern about the premises : but when those car- 
nal weapons fell into disuse, and the spirit ^hich had 
wielded them was laid ; when the battle of established 
opinions in Church and State had again to be fought by 
' argument, — a demand arose for metaphysics and moral 
philooophy, of the kind most remote firom that which 
appeared so full of danger to received opinions. Utility 
was now abjured as a deadly heresy, and the doctrine 
of d-priori or self-evident morality — an end in itself, 
independent of all consequences — became the orthodox 
theory. Having once entered into this course, and 
gone in search of a philosophical system to be extracted 
firom the mind itself, without any external evidence, the 
defenders of orthodoxy were insensibly led to seek their 
system where it exists in the most elaborate shape, — 
in the German metaphysicians. It was not without 
reluctance that they found themselves engaged in this 
path ;' for German metaphysics in Germany lay under 
as grave a suspicion of religious scepticism as the rival 
philosophy in England or France. But it was found, 
on trial, that philosophy of this cast admitted of easy 
adaptation, and* would bend to the very Thirty-nine 
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Ardclea ; as it is the essence of a philosophy which 
seeks its evidence in internal conviction, that it beams 
its testimony with eqnal ease for any conclosions in 
fitvor of which there is a predisposition, and is sceptical 
with the sceptical, and mystical with the mystical. 
Accordingly, the tone of religious metaphysics, and of 
the ethical speculations connected with religion, is now 
altogether Grermanized ; and Dr. Whewell, by lus writ- 
ings, has done no little to impress upon the metaphysics 
of orthodoxy this change of character. 

It has always been indistinctly felt that the doctrine 
of d'priori principles is one and the same doctrine, 
whether applied to the ^ or the dfov, — to the knowledge 
of truth, or to that of duty ; that it belongs to the same 
general tendency of thought, to extract from the mind 
itself, without any outward standard, principles and 
rules of morality, and to deem it possible to discover, by 
mere introspection into our minds, the laws of external 
nature. Both forms of this mode of thou^t attained 
a brilliant development in Descartes, the real founder _ 
of the modem anti-inductive school of philosophy. The 
^ Qirtesian tradition was never lost, being kept alive by 
direct descent through Spinoza, Leibnitz, and Kant, to 
Schelling and Hegel : but the speculations of Bacon and 
Locke, and the progress of the experimental sciences, 
gave a long period of predominance to the philosophy 
of experience; and though many followed out that 
philosophy into its natural alliances, and acknowledged 
not only observation and experiment as rulers of the 
speculative world, but utility of the pracdcal, others 
thought that it was scientifically possible to sqmrate 
the two opinions, and professed themselves Baconians 
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in the plijaical department, remaining Carteeians in the 
moral. It will probably be thought 1^ posterity to 
be the principal merit of the German metaphysicianB 
of die last and .present age, that they have proved the 
impossibility of resting on this middle gromid of com- 
pronuse ; uid have convinced all thinkers of any forcci 
that, if they adhere to the doctrine of d^priori princi- 
ples of morakt they must follow Descartes and Hegel 
in ascribing the same character to the prindples of 
physics. 

On the present occasiout it is only with the moral 
brandi of the subject that we have to d^; and we 
shall bqpn by showing in what manner Dr. Whewell 
states the question between us. 

''Sehemes of moralityi that is, modes of deducing the 
rules of human action, are of two kinds, — those which assert 
it to be the law of human action to aim at some external 
okgect (external, that is, to the mind which aims), as, for 
example, those which in ancient or modem times have assert- 
ed pleasure or atili^, or the greatest happiness of the great- 
est number, to be the true end of human action ; and those 
whidi would regulate human action by an internal principle 
or relation, as consdence, or a moral faculty, or duty, or 
rectitude, or the superiori^ of reason to desire. These two 
kinds of sdiemes may be described respectively as dq^endeni 
and tndqfendaU morality. Now, it is here hdd that independ- 
ent morality is the true sdieme. We maintain, with Phito, 
that reason has a natural and rightfid authori^ over desire 
and aifection; with Butler, that there is a difierence of'kind 
. m our piindples of action; with thegenend voice of mankind, 
that we most do what is right, at whatever cost of pain and 
ksB. We deny the doctrine of the andent Epicureans, that 
pleasors is the supfeme good; of Hobbes^ that moral rules 
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aif only the work of men's mutual fbar; of Paleji that what 
is expedient is rif^t, and that there is no difierenoe among 
pleasares except their intensity and duration; andofBentham, 
that .the rules of human action are to be obtained hj casting 
up the pleasures which actions produce. But though we thus 
take our stand upon the ground of indq;>endent morality, as 
held by previous writers, we hope that we are (by their aid 
mainly) able to present it in a more systematic and connected 
form than has yet been daa^'^'^IiUroduetarjf Leetm^ pp, 
ix. X* 

There is, in this mode of stating the question, great 
unfairness to the doctrine of ^ dependent morality,** as 
Dr. Whewell terms it, though the word ^ independent ** 
is fully as applicable to it as to the intuition doctrine. 
He appropriates to his own side of the question all the 
expressions, such as conscience, duty, rectitude, with 
which the reverential feelings of mankind towards moral 
ideas are associated; and cries out, ^I am for these 
noble things: you are for pleasure or utility •** We 
cannot accept this as a description of the matter in, 
issue. Dr. Whewell is assuming to himself what be- 
longs quite as rightfully to his antagonists. We are 
as much for conscience, duty, rectitude, as Dr. Who* 
well. The terms, and all the feelings connected with 
them, are as much a part of the ethics of utility as of 
that of intuition. The point in dispute is, what acts 
are the proper objects of those feelings ; whether we 
ought to take the feelings as we find them, as accident 
or design has made them, or whether the tendency of 
actions to promote happiness affords a test to which 
the feelings of morality should conform. In the same 
spirit, Dr. Whewell announces it as h%9 opinion, as 
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die side he takes in this great controven^i **that we 
most do what is right, at whatever cost of pain and 
lofls," — as if this was not everybody's opinion; as if 
it was not the very meaning of the word ** right.'' The 
matter in debate is, what is right, not whether what is 
right on^t to be done. Dr. Whewell represents his 
opponents as denying an identical proposition, in order 
that he may cbdm a monopoly of high principle for his 
own opinions. The same unfairness pervades the whole 
phraseology. It is not only Dr. Whewell who ^ main- 
tains, with Plato, that reason has a rightful authority 
over desire and affection ; " everybody maintains it : 
only, what is reason? and by what rule is it to guide 
. and govern the desires and affections? The description 
of Bentham, as obtaining his rule of conduct by ^ cast- 
ing up the pleasures which actions produce," ought to 
he "* casting up the pleasures and pains which actions * 
produce," — a very different thing. 

As might be expected from the historical character 
of the Lectures, the discussion of opinions mostly as- 
smnes the form of criticism on writers. Dr. Whewell's 
objections to utility, or the ** greatest happiness," as the 
standard of morals, are chiefly contained in his animad- 
versions on Palqr and on Bentham. It would be quite 
open to a defender of the principle of utility to refuse 
encumbering himself with a defence of either of those 
authors. The principle is not bound up with what thqr 
have said in its behalf, nor with the degree of felicity 
whidi they may have shown in applying it. As for 
Palqr, we resign him without compunction to the tender 
mercies of Dr. Whewell. It concerns Dr. Whewell 
more than ourselves to uphold the reputation of a 
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writer, who, whatever principle of morale he profeeaed, 
seems to have had no object but to insert it as a foun- 
dation underneath the existing set of opinions, ethical 
and political ; who, when he had laid down utility as 
the fundamental axiom, and the recognition of general 
rules as the condition of its application, took his leave 
of scientific analysis, and betook himself to picking 
up udlitarian reasons by the wayside, in proof of all 
accredited doctrines, and in defence of most tolerated 
practices. Bentham was a moraUst of another stamp* 
With him, the first use to be made of his ultimate 
principle, was to erect on it, as a foundation, secondaiy 
or middle principles, capable of serving as premises for 
a body of ethical doctrine not derived from existing 
opinions, but fitted to be their test. Without such 
middle principles, an universal principle, either in science 
or in morals, servee for little but a thesaurus of com- 
monplaces for the discussion of questions, instead of a 
means of deciding them. If Bentham has been regard- 
ed, by subsequent adherents of a morality grounded on . 
the ^ greatest happiness,** as in a peculiar sense the found- 
er of that system of ethics, it is not because, as Dr. 
Whewell imagines (p. 190), he either thought himself, 
or was thought by others, to be the "* discoverer of the 
principle," but because he was the first, who, keeping 
dear of the direct and indirect influences of all doctrines 
inconsistent with it, deduced a set of subordinate gener- 
^ties from utility alone, and by these consistently 
tested all particular questions. TUs great service, pre* 
viously to which a scientific doctrine of ethics on the 
foundation of utility was impossible, has been performed 
by Bentham (though with a view to the exigencies of 
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legiaUtion more than to those of morahi) in a manner, 
as fiur as it goes, eminently meritorious, and so as to 
indicate dearly the way to complete the scheme. ' We 
most at the same time qualify our approbation by add-* 
ing, not that his practical conclusions in morals were 
often wrong, — for we think, that, as far as they went, 
they were mostly right, — but that there were large de- 
fidenciee and hiatuses in his scheme of human nature 
and life, and a consequent want of breadth and com- 
prehension in his secondary principles, which led him 
often to deduce just conclusions from premises so nar- 
row as to provoke many minds to a rejection of what 
was nevertheless truth. It is by his method chiefly, 
that Bentham, as we think, justly earned a position in 
. moral science analogous to that of Bacon in physical. 
It is because he was the first to enter into the right 
mode of working ethical problems, though he worked 
many of them, as Bacon did physical, on insufficient 
data. Dr. Whewell*s shafts, however, seldom touch 
Bentham where he is really vulnerable : they are mostly 
aimed at his strong points. 

Before commencing his attack on Bentham's opin- 
ions. Dr. Whewell gives a sketch of his life. In this 
there is an apparent desire to be just to Bentham, as 
far as the writer^s opinions allow. But there is, in some 
of the strictures, a looseness of expression scarcely 
excusable in an extemporaneous lecture, and still less 
in a printed book. ^ He (Bentham) showed very early 
that peculiar one-sidedness, in his mode of asserting 
and urging his opinions, which made him think all mod- 
eration with regard to his opponents superfluous and 
absurd'' (p. 189) . What is here called " one-sidedness 
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is his mode of asserting and urgmg his opinions ** must 
mean one-sidedness in the opinions themselves. It 
could not be Bentham's ^ mode of asserting his opin* 
ions'* that ^made him think" whatever he did ildnk. 
This is as if anj one should say, ** His speaking only 
English made him unable to understand French ; ** or, 
** His peculiar habit of fighting made him think it su- 
perfluous and absurd to keep the peace.** Again 
(p. 190) : **Bentham appears to have been one of those 
persons to whom every thing which passes through 
their own thoughts assumes quite a different character 
and value from that which the same thing had when it 
passed through the thoughts of other persons." If a. 
thought in a person's own mind did not assume a differ- 
ent character from what the same thought had in other 
mindsy people might as well think by deputy. 

A more serious injustice to Bentham is that of citing, 
as is constantly done in this volume, the book called 
** Deontology" as the authentic exposition of Bentham*s 
philosophy of morals. Dr. Whewell would, no doubt, 
justify this by saying, that the book in question is the 
- only treatise, expressly and exclusively on morals, which 
we have from Bentham. It is true that we have no 
other ; but the ^ Deontology " was not, and does not 
profess to be, written by Bentham. Still less ought 
that book to be represented as the embodiment of the 
opinions and mental characteristics of all who share 
Bentham's general conception of ethics. After char- 
gbg the compiler of the ** Deontology " with profound 
ignorance, and saying that it is almost ** superfluous to 
noti<Se misstatements so gross, and partiality so blind," 
Dr. Whewell adds, that ^ such misrepresentations and 
veil. ni. 10 ^ 
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radi unfairness are the usnal style of oontroversj of 
^ him (Bendiam) and his disciples ; and it is fit that we, 
in entering upon the consideration of their writings, 
should be aware of this." Who are the persons here 
included under the name of Bentham^s ** disciples,^ we 
are not enabled to judge ; nor are we aware Uiat Ben- 
tham ever had any disciples, in Dr. WheweH's sense of 
the term. Ab far as our means of observation have 
gone, which in this matter are considerably greater than 
Dr. Whewell^Sy those who, from the amount of their 
intellectual obligations to Bentham, would be the most 
likely to be classed by Dr. Whewell as Benthamites, 
.were and are persons in an unusual degree addicted to 
judging and thinking for themselves ; persons renuurka- 
ble for learning willingly from all masters, but swearing 
blind fealty to none. It is also a fact, with which Dr. 
Whewell cannot be altogether imacquainted, that among 
them there have been men of the widest and most accu- 
rate acquirements in history and philosophy, against 
whom the accusation of ignorance of the opinions which 
they controverted would be as unfounded as the imputa- 
tion of blind partiality. We protest against including • 
them and Bentham in an imaginary sect of which the 
"Deontology'' is to be considered the gospel. Ben- 
tham*s merits or demerits must stand on what is con- 
tained in the books written by himself. 

Among these, the one in which the doctrine of utility 
is expressly discussed) and contrasted with the various 
ethical doctrines opposed to it, is the ** Introduction to 
the Principles of Morals and Legislation,'' published 
in 1789. On this, Dr. Whewell comments as' fol- 
lows:-— 



yGoogk 



WHEWELL ON MORAL PHILOSOPHY. 147 

• 
^The first chapter of this work is < On the Prinriple of 
Utilitj;' the second, 'On Principles adverse to that of Utili- 
tj.' These adverse principles are stated to he two^ — tho 
Principle of Asceticism, and the Principle of Sympathy* 
(Bentham calls it the Principle of Sympathy and Antipathy, 
which is already a considerable difference.) *<The principle 
of asceticism is that principle which approves of actions in 
proportion as they tend to diminUh human hi^piness ; and, 
conversely, disi^provee of them as they tend to augment it. 
The principle of sympathy is that which approves or dis- 
approves of certain actions, merely because a man finds 
himself disposed to approve or disapprove of them; holding 
up that approbation or disapprobation as a sufficient reason 
for itself, and disclaiming the necessity of looking out for any 
extrinsic ground.** 

And these two principles are, it seems, aooording to 
Bentham's view, the only principles which are, or which 
oan be, opposed to the principle of utility I 

^ Now, it is pliun that these are not only not fair represen* 
tations of any principles ever held by moralists, or by any 
persons speaking gravely and deliberately, but that they are 
too extravagant and fantastical to be accepted even as carica* 
tures of any such principles. For who ever approved of 
actions because they tend to make mankind miserable? or 
who ever said any thing which could, even in an intelligible 
way of exaggeration, be so represented ? . . . But who, then, 
are the ascetic school who aro thus ridiculed ? We could not, 
I think, guess firom the general description thus given; but, 
firom a note, it appears that he had the Stoical philosophers 
and the religious ascetics in his mind. With regard to the 
Stoics, it would, of course, be waste of time and thou^t to 
defend them from such coarse buffoonery as this; which does 
not touch their defects, whatever these may be," dBC» — 
p. 202. 
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Not solely for the due estimatioii of Benthftm, but 
for the right understanding of the utilitarian oontro- 
▼ersj, it is important to know what the truth is re- 
specting the points here in issue between Bentham and 
Dr. Whewell. 

Undoubtedlj, no one has set up, in opposition to the 
^greatest-happiness** principle, a ** greatest-unhappi- 
ness " principle, as the standard of virtue. But it was 
Bentham's business, not merelj to discuss the avowed 
prindples of his opponents, but to draw out those, 
which, without being professed as principles, were im- 
plied in detail, or were essential to support the judg- 
ments passed in particular cases. His own doctrine 
being that the increase of pleasure and the prevention 
of pain were the proper ends of all moral rules, he had 
for his opponents all who contended that pleasure could 
ever be an evO, or pain a good, in itself, apart from its 
consequences. Now, this, whatever Dr. Whewell may 
say, the religious ascetics really did. They held that 
aelf-mortification, or even self-torture, practised for its 
own sake, and not for the sake of any useful end, was 
meritorious. It matters not that they may have ex- 
pected to be rewarded for these merits by consideration 
in this world, or by the favor of an invisible tyrant in 
a world to come. So fiur as this life was concerned, 
their doctrine required it to be supposed that pain was 
a thing to be sought, and pleasure to be avoided. 
Bentham generalized this into a maxim, which he called 
the principle of asoetidsm. The Stoics did not go so 
fiur as the ascetics : they stopped half-way. They did 
not say that pain is a good, and pleasure an evil. But 
Ihey said, and boasted of saying, that pain is no evil, 



yGoogk 



VTHEWELL ON liOBAL FHILOBOPHT. 149 

and pleasure no good ; and this is all, and more than 
ally that Bentham imputes to them, as may be seen by 
any one who reads that chapter of his book. This, 
however, was enough to place them, equally with the 
ascetics, in direct opposition to Bentham, since they 
denied his supreme end to be an end at all. And 
hence he classed them and die ascetics together, as pro- 
fessing the direct negation of the utilitarian standard. 

In the other division of his opponents he placed 
those, who, though they did not deny pleasure to be a 
good, and pain an evil, refused to consider the pain or 
die pleasure which an acdon or a class of actions tends 
to produce as die criterion of its morality. As the 
former category of opponents were described by Ben- 
tham as followers of the ** principle of asceticism," so 
he described these as followers of **die principle of 
sympathy and antipathy,** not because they had diem- 
selvcs generalized their principle of judgment, or would 
have acknowledged it when placed undisguised before 
them, but because, at the bottom of what they imposed ^ 
on themselves and others as reasons, he could find 
nodiing else ; because they all, in one phrase or another, 
placed the test of right and wrong in a feeling of appro- 
bation or disapprobation, thus making the feeling its 
own reason and its own justification. This portion of 
Bentham's doctrine can only be fairly exhibited in his 
own words: — 

<<It is manifest Uiat'this [the principle of sympathy and 
antipathy] is rather a principle in name than in reality : it is 
not a positive principle of itself, so much as a term empk>yed 
to signify the negation of all principle. What one expects to 
find in a principle is something that points oat some external 
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ooosideradon as a means of warrantiDg and guiding the intet^ 
nal aentimento of approbation and disapprobation: this ex- 
pectation 18 but ill fulfilled hj a proposition which does 
neither more nor less than hold up each of these sentiments 
as a groond and standard for itself. 

** In looking over the catalogue of human actions (says a 
partisan of this principle), in order to determine which of them 
are to be mariced with the seal of disapprobation, you need 
but to take counsel of your own feelings : whatever you find 
in yonrself a propensity to condemn, is wrong for that very 
reason. For the same reason, it b also meet for punishment : 
in what proportion it is adverse to utility, or whether it be 
adverse to utility at all, is a matter that makes no difierence. 
In that same proportion also is it meet for punishment : if you 
bate much, punish much ; if yon hate little, punish little • 
punish as you hate. If you hate not at all, punish not at all : 
the fine Ibelings of the soul are not to be overborne and 
tyrannised by the harsh and rugged dictates of political 
utility. 

^The varions systems that have been formed concerning 
the standard of right and wrong may all be reduced to the 
principle of sympathy and antipathy. One account may serve 
for all of them. They consist, all of them, in so many con- 
trivances for avoiding the obligation of appealing to any 
external standard, and for prevailing upon the reader to 
accept of the author's sentiment or opinion as a reason for 
itself. The phrase is different, but the principle the same. 

^It is carious enough to observe the variety of inventions 
men have hit upon, and the variety of phrases they have 
brou^t forward, in order to conceal from the world, and, if 
possible, from themselves^ this very general, and therefore 
very pardonable, self-sufficiency. 

^One man says he has a thing made on purpose to tell 
him what is right and what is wrong, and that it is called a 
moral $eMm; and then he goes to work at his ease, and says 
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Bttch a thing Ib right, and sach a thing is wrong: whj? 
^Because my moral sense tells me it is.** 

<< Another man comes, and alters the phrase ; leaving oat 
maralf and patting in etmnum in the room of it. He then 
tells you, that hi; common sense teaches him what is right 
and wrong, as much as the other's morsl sense did : meaning, 
bj common sense, a sense, of some kind or other, which, be 
says, is possessed by all mankind ; the sense of those' whose 
sense is not the same as the author's being struck out of the 
account, as not worth taking. This contrivance does better 
than the other ; for, a moral sense being a new thing, a man 
may feel about him a good while without being able to find 
it out : but common sense is as old as the creation ; and there 
is no man but would be ashamed to be thought not to have as 
much of it as his neighbors. It has another great advantage : 
by appearing to share power, it lessens envy; for when a 
man gets up upon this ground, in order to anathematise those 
who differ from him, it is not by aVe volo $ie JuieOf but by a 
vdiHi jubeaHi. 

*< Another man comes, and says, that, as to a moral sense 
indeed, he cannot find that he has any such thing ; that, how* 
ever, he has an underitanding^ whidi will do quite as welL . 
This understanding^ he says, is the standard of ri^t and 
wrong ; it tells him so and sa All good and wise men under- 
stand as he does : if other men's understandings difier in any 
point from his, so much the worse for them; it is a sure sign . 
they are either defective or corrupt 

** Another man says that there is an eternal and immutable 
rule of right ; that that rule of right dictates so and so : and 
then he begins giving you his sentiments upon any thing that 
comes uppermost; and these sentiments (you are to take for 
granted) are so many branches of the eternal rule of right 

** Another man, or perhaps the same num (it's no matter), 
says that there are certain practices conformable, and othen 
repugnant, to the fitness of things ; and then he tells you at 
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his leiaare what practioes are ooaformable, and what repag- 
namty just aa he happens to like a practice or dislike it 

** A great multitade of people are continually talking of 
the law of nature; and then they go on giving you theii sen- 
timents about what is right and what is wrong; and these 
sentiments, yon are to understand, are so many chapters and 
flections of the law of nature. 

^We have one philoeopher who says there is no harm 
in any thing in the world but in telling a lie ; and that, if, for 
eaumple, yoo were to murder your own father, this would 
only be a particular way of saybg he was not your father. 
Of course, when this philoeopher sees any thing that he does 
not like, he says it is a particular way of telling a lie. It is 
saying that the act ought to be done, or may be done, when, 
in inOhf it ought not to be dona.** — Chap. ii. 

To this, Dr. Whewell thinks it a sufficient answer to 
call it extravagant ridi<^e, and to ask, ^ Who ever 
asserted that he approved or disapproved of actions 
merely because he found himself disposed to do so, 
and that this was reason suffident in itself for his 
moral judgments?" Dr. Whewell will find that this 
by no means disposes of Bentham's doctrine. Bentham 
did not mean that people **ever asserted'' that they 
approved or condemned actions only because they felt 
disposed to do so. He meant that they do it without 
asserting it ; that they find certain feelings of approba- 
tion and disapprobation in themselves, take for granted 
that these feelings are the right ones, and, when called 
on to say any thing in justification of their approbation 
or disapprobation, produce phrases which mean nothing 
but the fibct of the approbation or disapprobation itself. 
If the hearer or reader feels in the same way, the 
phrases pass muster; and a great part of all the ethical 
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reasoning in books and in the world is of this sort. All 
this is not only true, but cannot oons&Btentlj be denied 
hj those who, like Dr. Whewell, consider the moral 
feelings as their own justification. Dr. Whewell will 
doubtless saj that the feelings thej appeal to are not 
their own individually, but a part of uniyersal human 
mature; Nobody denies that they say so : a feeling of 
liking or aversion to an action, confined to an individual, 
would have no chance of being accepted as a reason. 
The appeal is always to something which is assumed to 
belong to all mankind. But it is not of much conse- 
quence whether the feeling which is set up as its own 
standard is the feeling of an indiinidual human being 
or of a multitude. A feeling is not proved to be right, 
and exempted finom the necessity of justifying itself, 
because the writer or speaker is not only conscious of 
it in himself, but expects to find it in other people; 
because, instead of saying ^ I,^ he says ^ you and I.** 
If it is alleged that the intuitive school require, as 
an authority for the feeling, that it should in fact 
be universal, we deny it. They assume the utmost 
latitude of arbitrarily determining, whose votes deserve 
to be counted. They either ignore the existence of 
dissentients, or leave them out of the account, on the 
pretext that they have the feeling which they deny hav-» 
ing ; or, if not, that they ought to have it. This falsi-* 
fication of the universal suffirage, which is ostensibly- 
appealed to, is not confined, as is often asserted, to 
cases in which the only dissentients are barbarous tribes. 
The same measure is dealt out to whole ages and na- 
tions, the most conspicuous for the cultivation and 
development of their mental faculties, and to Individ* 
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uals among the best and wuest of thdr respeotive coun- 
tries. The ezpknation of the matter is, the inability 
of persona in general to conceire that feelings of right 
and wrong» which haye been deeply implanted in their 
minds by the teaching they have from infancy received 
from all around diem, can be sincerely thought by any 
one else to be mistaken or misplaced^ This is the 
mental infirmity which Bentham's philosophy tends 
especially to correct, and Dr. Whewell's to perpetuate. 
Things which were really believed by all mankind, and 
for which all were convinced that they had the un- 
equivocal evidence of their senses, have been'*proved to 
be fiJse ; as that the sun rises and sets. CSaa immunity 
firom similar error be claimed for the moral feelings ? 
' when all experience shows that those feelings are emi- 
nently artificial, and the product of culture ; that, even 
when reasonable, they are no more spontaneous than 
the growth of com and wine (which are quite as natu- 
ral) ; and that the most senseless and pernicious feel- 
ings can as easily be raised to the utmost intensity by 
inculcation, as hemlock and thistles could be reared to 
lozuriant growth by sowing them instead of wheat. 
Bentfaam, therefore, did not judge too severely a kind 
of ethics whereby any implanted sentiment which is 
tolerably general may be erected into a moral law, 
binding, under penalties, on all mankind. The con- 
test between the morality which appeals to an external 
standard, and that which grounds itself on internal 
conviction, is the contest of progressive morality against 
stationary, — of reason and argument against the dei- 
fication of mere opinion and habit. The doctrine that 
the existing order of things is the natural order, and 
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that, being natural^ all innovation upon it is criminal, 
is as vicious in morals as it is now at last admitted to 
be in physics and in society and goveimment. 

Let us now consider Dr. Whewell's objections to 
utility as the foundation of ethics. 

** Let it be taken for granted, as a proposition which is 
true, if the terms which it involves be duly understood, that 
actions are right and virtuous in proportion as they promote 
the happiness of mankind ; the actions being considered upon 
the whole, and with regard to all their consequences. Still, 
I say, we cannot make this truth the basis of m<Nrality, for 
two reasons : first, we cannot calculate all the consequences of 
any action, and thus cannot estimate the degree in which it 
promotes human happiness ; second, happiness is derived from 
moral elements, and therefore we cannot properiy derive 
morality from happiness. The calculable happiness resulting 
from actions cannot determine their virtue: first, because the 
resulting happiness is not calculable ; and, secondly, because 
the virtue is one of the things which determine the resulting 
happiness." — p. 210. 

The first of these arguments is an irrelevant truism. 
**We cannot calculate a// the donsequences of any 
action.** If Dr. Whewell can point out any department 
of human affairs in which we can do a// that would be 
desirable, he will have found something new. But^ 
because we cannot foresee every thing, is there no such 
thing. as foresight? Does Dr. Whewell mean to say- 
that no estimate can be formed of consequences, which 
can be any guide for our conduct, unless we can calcu- 
late all consequences? that, because we cannot predict 
ever^ effect which may follow firom a person's death, 
we cannot know that the liber^ of murder would be 
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destnictive to human happiness? Dr. Whewell, in his 
seal against the morality of consequencest commits the 
error of proving too much. Whether morality is or is 
not a question of consequences, he cannot deny that 
prudence is ; and, if there is such a thing as prudence, 
it is because the consequences of actions can be calcu- 
lated. Phidence, indeed, depends on a calculation of 
the consequences of individuid actions ; while, for the 
establishment of moral rules, it is only necessary to cal- 
culate the consequences of classes of actions, — a much 
easier matter. It is certainly a very effectual way of 
proving that morality does not depend on expediency, 
to maintain that there is no such thing as ezpedien<7 ; 
that we have no means of knowing whether any thing 
is expedient or not. Unless Dr. Whewell goes this 
length, to what purpose is what he says about the un- 
oertamty of consequences? Uncertain or certain, we 
are able to guide ourselves by them : otherwise human 
life could not exist. And there is hardly any one con- 
cerned in the busmess of life who has not daily to 
decide questions of expediency fiir more knotty than 
those which Dr. Whewell so coolly pronounces to be 
insoluble. 

But let us examine more closely what Dr. Whewell 
finds to say for the proposition, that, **if we ask whether 
a given action will increase or diminish the total amount 
of human happmess, it is impossible to answer with any 
degree of certainty •'^ 

^Take ordinary cases. I am tempted to utter a flattering 
fidsehood ; to gratify some sensaal desire cootrary to ordinary 
noni rules. How shall I determine, on the greatest>happi- 
prindple, whether the act is virtuous, or the contrary ? 
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In tlie first place, the direct effect of each act ia to giye pleaa- 
ure, to another hj flattery, to mjself hj sensual gratification ; 
and pleasure is Uie material of happmess, in the scheme we 
are now considering. But, hj the flattering lie, I promote 
fiJsehood, which is destructive of confidence, and so of human 
comfort. Granted that I do this in some degree ; although 
I may easily say thai I shall never allow myself to speak 
falsely, except when it will give pleasure; and thus I may 
maintain that I shall not shake confidence in any case in which 
it is of any value. But granted that I do, in some degree, 
shake the general fahrio of mutual human confidence by my 
flattering lie: still the question remains, haw much I do 
this ; whether in such a degree as to overbalance the pleasure, 
which is the primary and direct consequence of the act How 
small must be the effect of my solitary act upon the whole 
scheme of human action and habit I how dear and decided is 
the direct effect of increasing the happiness of my hearer! 
And in the same way we may reason concerning the sensual 
gratification. Who will know it? Who will be influenced 
by it of those who do know it ? What appreciable amount of 
pain wiU it produce in its consequences, to balance the palpa- 
ble pleasure, which, according to our teachers, is the only real 
good? It appears to me that it is impossible to answer these 
questions in any way which will prove, on these principles, 
mendacious flattery and illegitimate sensuality to be vicious 
and immoral They may possibly produce, take in all their 
effects, a balance of evil : but, if they do, it is by some process 
which we cannot trace with any deamess ; and the result is 
one which we cannot calculate with any certainty, or even pro- 
bability ; and therefore, on this account, because the resulting 
evil of such falsehood and sensuality is not calculable or appre- 
dable, we cannot, by calculation of resulting evil, show false- 
hood and sensuality to be vices. And the like is true of other 
vices ; and, on this ground, the construction of a scheme of mo- 
nihj on Mr. Bentham's plan is plainly impossible "—p. 211. 
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Dr. WheweU suppoees his self-deoeiving utilitarian 
to be Teiy little master of hia own principles. If the 
effect of a ^aolitaiy act upon the whole scheme of hu- 
man action and habit " is small, the addition which the 
aeoompanTing pleasure makes to the general mass of 
human happiness is small likewise. So small, in the 
great majority of cases, are both, that we have no scales 
to weigh them against each other, taken singly. We 
must look at them multiplied, and in large masses. 
The portion of the tendencies of an action which belong 
to it — not individually, but as a violation of a general 
rule — are as certain and as calculable as any other 
consequences : only thej must be examined, not in the 
individual case, but in classes of cases. Take, for ex- 
ample, the case of murder. There are many persons, 
to kfll whom would be to remove men who are a cause 
of no good to any human being, of cruel physical and 
moral suffering to several, and whose whole influence 
tends to increase the mass of unhappiness and vice. 
Were such a man to be assassinated, the balance of 
traceable consequences would be greatly in favor of the 
act. The counter-consideration, on the principle of 
utility, is, that unless persons were punished for killing, 
and taught not to kill ; that if it were thought allowable 
for any one to put to death at pleasure any human being 
ivhom he believes that the world would be well rid of,' 
— nobody's life would be safe. To this. Dr. Whewell 



*How does it appear that the evil, that is, the pain, arising 
fitm violating a general role once, is too great to be oveibal- 
aoced by the pleasorable consequences of that sinj^e viola- 
tioo? The actor sayi, I admowledge the general mle: I 
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do not deny its ralae ; but I do not intend that this one act 
should be drawn into consequence."'— p. 818. 

But it does not depend on him whether or not it 
shall be drawn into consequence. If one person may 
break through the rule on his own judgment, the same 
liberty cannot be refused to others ; and, since no one 
could rely on the rule's being observed, the rule would 
cease to exist. If a hundred infringements would pro- 
duce all the mischief implied in the abrogation of the 
rule, a hundredth part of that mischief must be debited 
to each one of the infringements, though we may not 
be able to trace it home individually. And this hun- 
dredth part will generally (ar outweigh any good expect- 
ed to arise from the individual act. We say generally, 
not universally; for the admission of exceptions to 
rules is a necessity equally felt in all systems of morali- 
ty. To take an obvious instance: the rule against 
homicide, the rule against deceiving, the rule against 
taking advantage of superior physical strength, and: 
various other important moral rules, are suspended 
against enemies in the field, and partially against male- 
factors in private life ; in each case, suspended as fiir as 
is required by the peculiar nature of the case. That 
the moralities arising from the special circumstances of 
the action may be so important as to overrule those 
arising from the dass of acts to which it belongs, per- 
haps to take it out of the category of virtues into that 
of crimes, or vice versdt is a liability common to all 
ethical systems. 

And hero 'it may be observed, that Dr. Whewell, in 
his- illustration drawn from flattering lies, gives to the 
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aide be advocates a color of rigid adherence to principle 
which the fiust does not bear out. Is none of the inter- 
coarse of societjr carried on by those who hold' the 
common opinions hj means of what is here meant hj 
** flattering lies'*? Does no one of Dr. Whewell's way 
of thinlring say, or allow it to be thought, that he is 
glad to see a visitor whom he wishes away? Does 
he never ask acquaintances or relatives to stay when he 
would prefer them to go, or invite them when he hopes 
that they will refuse? Does he never show any interest 
in persons and things he cares nothing for, or send peo- 
ple away believing in his friendly feeling, to^whom his 
real feeling is indifference, or even dislike ? Whether 
these things are right, we are not now going to discuss. 
Por our part, we think that flattery should be only per- 
mitted to those who can flatter without lying, as all 
persons of sympathizing feelings and quick perceptions 
can. At all events, the existence of exceptions to moral 
rules is no stuAibling-blodc peculiar to the principle of 
utility. The essential is, that the exception should be 
itself a general rule ; so that, being of definite extent, 
and not leaving the expediencies to the partial judgment 
of the agent in the individual case, it may not shake 
the stability of the wider rule in the 6ases to which the 
reason of the exception does not extend. This is an 
ample foundation for ** the construction of a scheme of 
morality.** With respect to the means of inducing peo- 
ple to conform in their actions to the scheme so formed, 
the utilitarian system depends, like all other schemes of 
morally, on the external motives supplied by law and 
opinion, and the internal feelings produced by education 
or reason. It is thus no worse off in this respeot 
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than any other acheme, — we might rather saj, mucb 
better; inasmuch as people are likely to be more willing 
to conform to rules when a reason is giTcn for them. 

Dr. Wheweirs second argument against the happi* 
ness principle is, that the morality of actions cannot 
depend on the happiness thej produce, because the hap- 
piness depends on the morality. 

^ Why should a man be truthful and just? Because acts 
of veracity and justice, even if they do not produce immediate 
gratification to him and his friends in other wajs (and it may 
easily be that they do not), at least produce pleasure in this 
way, that they procure him his own approval and that of all 
good meo. To us this laoguage is intelligible and significant ; 
but the Benthamite must analyze it further. What does it 
.mean, according to him? A man*s own approval of his act 
means that he thinks it virtuous. And therefore the mat* 
ter stands thus: He (being a Benthamite) thinks it virtuous 
because it gives him pleasure; and it gives him pleasure be- 
cause he thinks it virtuous. This is a vicious drde, quite as 
palpable as any of those in which Mr. Bentham is so fond' 
of representing his adversaries as revolving. And in like 
manner with regard to the approval of others. The action is 
virtuous, says the Benthfimite, because it produces pleasure; 
namely, the pleasure arising from the approval of neighbors*, 
ihey approve it, and think it virtuous, he also says, because it 
gives pleasure. The virtue depends upon the pleasure; the 
pleasure depends upon the virtue. Here, again, is a circle 
from which there is no legitimate egress. We may grant, that 
taking into account all the elements of happiness ; tlie pleas- 
ures of self-approval; of peace of mind and harmony within 
us, and of the approval of others ; of the known sympathy of 
all good men,— we may grant, that, including these dements, 
virtue always does produce an overbalance of bappmeas; but 
» VOk ux. 11 
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then we cuiiiol make this moral troth the basis of moralitj, 
because we cannot extricate the happiness and the virtue, the 
one from the other, so as to make the ftrsti the happiness, the 
feandatioQ of the second, the yirtne.'' — p. 215. 

In Dr. Whewell's first argument against utility, he 
was obliged to assert that it is impossible for human 
beings to know that some actions are useful, and others 
Inutful. In the present^ he forgets against what prin- 
ciple he is combating, and draws out an elaborate argu- 
ment against something else. What he now appears 
to be contending against is the doctrine (whether really 
held by anyone or not), that the test of morality is the 
greatest happiness of the agent himself. It argues total 
ignorance of Bentham to represent him as saying that 
an action 'is virtuous' because it produces ** the appro- 
bation of neighbors,'' and as jnaking so ^ fluctuating " a 
thing as ** public opinion," and such a ** loose and wide 
abstraction as education,'' the ^ basis of morality.*' 
When Bentham talks of public opinion in connection 
with morality, he ie not talking of the ^ basis of moral- 
ity" at all. He was the last person to found the 
morali^ of actions upon anybody's opinion of them. 
He founded it upon facts ; namely, upon the observed 
tendencies of the actions. Nor did he ever dream of 
defining morality to be the self-interest of the agent. 
His ** greatest-happiness principle" was the greatest 
happiness of mankind, and of all sensitive beings. 
When he talks of education, and of **the popular or 
moral selection," meaning the opinion of our fellow- 
creatnres, it i%not as constituents or tests of virtue, but 
as motives to it ; as means of making the self-interest 
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of the individual accwd *with tbe greatest-happineea 
principle.* 

Dr. Whewell's remark, therefore, that the approval 
of our fellow-creatures, presupposing moral ideas, can- 
not be the foundation of morality, has no application 
against Bentham, nor against the principle of utUitjr. 
It may, however, be pertinently remarked, that the 
moral ideas which this approval presupposes are no 
other than those of utility and hurtfulness. There is 
no great stretch of hypothesis in supposing, that, in 
proportion as mankind are aware of the tendendes of 
actions to produce happmess or misery, they will like ' 
and commend the first, abhor and reprobate the second. 
How these feelings of natural Qomplacenqr, and natural 
dread and aversion directed towiurds actions, come to 

* It ii cnrioos, that while Dr. Whowell here oonfimndi the Htpplneee 
tbeoiy of Hormle with the theoiy of HoUvee eometimes ealled the Selfidi 
Syvtetn, and ettacki the latter ae Bentham*t, under the name of the fbrmer, 
Dr. Whewell himaelf, in his larger work, adopto the Selfish theoiy. Happi- 
ness, he say< (meaning, as he explains, our own happiness), is ** our being's 
end and aim; ** we cannot desire any thing else, unless bjr identiQring it 
with our happhiess (Elements, i. 859). To this we should have nothing 
to object, if by identification was meant that what we desire unselfishly 
must first, by a mental process, become an actual part of what we seek as 
our own happiness; that the good of others becomes our pleasure because 
we hare learnt to find pleasure in it: this is, we think, the true philo- 
sophical account of the matter. But we do not understand this to be Dr. 
WhewelPs meaning; fi>r, in an argument to proTe that there is no virtue 
without religion, he says that religion alone can assure us of the identity 
of happiness with duty. Now, if the happiness connected with duty wen the 
happinces we find in our duty, self-consciousness would giro us a flill account 
of tliis, without nligion. The happinees, thereibre, which T>t, Whewell 
means, must consist, not in the thing itself, but in a reward appended to it; 
and when he says that there can be no morality unices we believe that happi- 
ness Is' identical with duty, and that we cannot believe this apart ftom " th« 
belief in Qod*s government of tbe world,** he must mean that no one woalA 
act virtuously unless he believed that God would reward him ibr it. In Diw 
Wheweirs view cT monlity, thereibfe, disiaterestednesa has no place. 
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assume the peculiar character of what we term moral 
feelings, is not a question of ethics, but of meta^ 
physics, and yerjr fit to be discussed in its proper place. 
Bcntham did not concern himself with it. He left it to 
other thinkers. It sufficed him that the perceived in- 
fluence of actions on human happiness is cause enough, 
both in reason and in fact, for strong feelings of favor 
to some actions, and of hatred towards others. From 
the sympathetic reHM^on of these feelings in the imagi- 
nation and self-consciousness of the agent naturally 
arise the more complex feelings of self-approbation and 
self-reproach; or, to avoid all disputed questions, we 
will merely say, of satisfiiction and dissatisfaction with 
ourselves. All this must be admitted, whatever else 
may be denied. Whether the greatest happmess is the 
principle of morals or not, people do desire their own 
happiness, and do, consequently, like the conduct in 
other people whidb they think promotes it, and dislike 
that whidi visibly endangers it. This is absolutely all 
that Bentham postulates. Grant this, and you have 
his popular sanction, and its re-action on the agenfs 
own mind; two influences tending, in proportion to 
mankind's enlightenment, to keep the conduct of each 
in the line which promotes the general happiness. 
Bentham thinks that there is no other true morality 
than this; and that the so-called moral sentiments, 
whatever their origin or composition, should be trained 
to act in this direction only. And Dr. Whewell's 
attempt to find any thing illogical or incoherent in this 
theory only proves that he does not yet understand it. 

Dr. Whewell puts the last hand to his supposed 
lefiitation of Bentham's principle by what he thinks a 
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cnuhing redueiio ad cAsurdum. The reader migfat 
make a hundred guesses before diseoTering what this is. 
We have not yet got over our astODishment, not at 
Bentham, but at Dr. Whewell. See, he says, to what 
consequences your greatest-happiness principle leads I 
Bentham says that it is as much a moral duty to regard 
the pleasures and pains of other animals as those of 
human beings. We cannot resist quoting the admira- 
ble passage which Dr. Whewell cites from Bentham, 
with the most nat/^persuasion that everybody will regard 
it as reaching the last pitch of paradoxical absurdity :— - 

** Under the Gentoo aod Mahometan religion, the interests 
of the rest of the animal kingdom seem to have met with 
some attention. Why have they not nniverBaUy, with as 
much as those of human creatures, allowance made for the 
difference in point ot sensibility? Because the laws that are 
have been the work of mutual fear; a sentiment which the 
leas rational animals have not had the same means as man has 
of turning to account Why ought they not? No reason 
can be given. The day may come when the rest of the ani- 
mal creation may acquire those rights which never could hare 
been withholden from them but by the hand of tyranny. It 
may come one day to be recognized, that the number of the 
legs, the villosity of the skin, or the termination of the o« 
saerum^ are reasons insufficient for abandoning a sensitive 
being to the caprice of a tormentor. What else is it that 
should trace the insuperable line ? Is it the faculty of reason, 
or perhaps the &calty of discourse ? But a fiill-grown horse 
or dog is beyond comparison a more rational as well as a 
more conversable animal than an infant of a day, a week, or 
even a month old. But suppose the case were otherwise, 
what would it avail? The question is not, Oan they reason? 
nor. Can they speak? but, Can they suffer?" 
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This noble antidpation, in 1780» of the better mo- 
rally of which a first da¥m has been seen in the laws 
enacted nearly fifty years afterwards against cruelty to 
animals, iB, in Dr. Whewell's eyes» the finishing proof 
that the morality of happiness is absurd ! 

^ Tlie pleasures of animals are elements of a yery different 
Older from the pleasures of man. We are bound to endeavor 
to augment the pleasures of men, not only because they are 
pleasures^ but because they are human pleasures. We are 
bound to men by the universal tie of humani^, of human 
lyrotherhood. We have no such tie to animals." 

This, then, is Dr. Whewell's noble and dismterested 
ideal of virtue. Duties, according to him, are only 
duties to ourselves and our llice. 

** We are to be humane to them, because we are humanj 
not because we and they alike feel animal pleasures. . . . The 
molality which depends upon the increase of pleasure alone 
would make it our duty to increase the pleasures of pigs or 
of geese, rather than that of men, if we were sure that the 
pleasures we could give them were greater than the pleasures 
of men. ... It is not only not an obvious, but to most persons 
not a tolerable, doctrine, that we may sacrifice the happiness 
of men, provided we can in that way produce an overplus of 
pleasure to cats, dogB, and hogs."-* pp. 228-^. . 

It is ^ to most persons ** in the Slave States of Amer-' 
ica not a tolerable doctrine that we may sacrifice any 
. portion of the happiness of white men for the sake of 
a greater amount of happiness to black men. It would 
have been intolerable five centuries ago, ^ to most per- 
sons* among the feudal nobility, to hear it asserted, that 
the greatest pleasure or pain of a hundred serfs ought 
not to give way to the smallest of a nobleman. Ao- 
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cording to the standard of Dr. Whewell, tbe alaye- 
masters and the nobles were right. They, too, felt 
themsdves ^bound** by a **tie of brotherhood ** to the 
white men and to the nobility, and felt no such tie to 
the negroes and serfs. And, if a feeling on moral 
subjects is right because it is natural, their feeling was 
justifiable. Nothing is more natural to human beings, 
nor, up to a certain pomt in cultivation, more univer* 
sal, than to estimate the pleasures and pains of others 
as deserving of regard exactly in proportion to their 
likeness to ourselves. These superstitions of selfishness 
had the characterisdcs by which Dr. Whewell recog- 
nizes his moral rules ; and his opinion on the ri^ts of 
animals shows, that, in this case at least, he is consist- 
ent. We are perfectly willing to stake the whole ques- 
tion on this one issue. Granted that any practice causes 
more pain to animals than it gives pleasure to man : is 
that practice moral or immoral? And if, exactly in 
proportion as human beings raise their heads out of the 
slough of selfishness, they do not with one voice answtsr, 
** Immoral," let the morality of the principle of utility 
be for ever condemned. 

There cannot be a fitter transition than this subject 
affords from the Benttiamic standard of ethics to that 
of Dr. Whewell. It is not enough to object to the 
morality of utility. It is necessary also to show that 
there is another and a better morality. This is what Dr. . 
Whewell proposes to himself in his Introductory Lec- 
ture, and in the whole of his previous work, ^ Elements 
of Morality.'" We shall now, therefore, proceed to ex- . 
amine Dr. Whewell's achievements as the constructer 
of a scientific foundation for the theory of morals. 
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*Tlie moral role of human aedon,'' Dr. Whewell 
M78» IB, that **W6 must do what is right" (** Lectures," 
p. zi.)« Here, at all events, is a safe proposition; since 
to deny it would be a contradiction in terms. But 
what is meant by **right"? According to Dr. Whewell, 
** what we must do." This, he says, is the very defini- 
tion of right. ' 

'■The definition of rightftdj or of the adjective riffht^ is, 
I conceive, contained in the maxim which I have already 
qooted as proceeding from the general voice of mankind; 
namely, this, that we must do what is right, at whatever cost 
Thai an action b right .is a reason for doing it, which' is para- 
momit to all other reasons, and overweighs them all when 
they are on the contrary side. It is painfbl ; but it is right : 
therefore we must do it It is a loss ; but it is right: there- 
fon we must do it It is unkind; but it is right: therefore 
we most do it These are self-evident" [he might have said 
identical] " propoeidons. That a thing is right is a supreme 
reason for doing it Siffhl implies this supreme, unconquer- 
able reason, and does this especially and exclusively. No 
other word does imply such an irresistible cogency in its 
eflect, except in so far as it involves the same notion. What 
we aw^ to db, what we ehovld do* that we wnut do, though 
it bring pain and loss. But why ? Became it is righL The 
expressions all run together in their meaning. And this 
tMpreme rule, that we must do what is right, is also the moral 
mk of human action.** — pp. x. xL 

Right means that which we fnu9i do ; and the rule of 
action is, that we must do what is right ; that we must 
do that which we must do. This we will call vicious 
aide the first. But let us not press hardly on Dr. 
Whewell at this stage : perhaps he only means that the 
fi>undation of morals is the conviction that there is 
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something which we must do at all risks ; and he ad- 
mits that we have still to find what this something is. 
** What is right, what it is that we ought to do, we 
must have some means of determining, in order to com- 
plete our moral scheme." — p. xi. 

Attempting, then, to pick out Dr. Whewell's leading 
propositions, and exhibit them in connection, we find, 
first, that ^ the supreme rule of human action, Bight- 
ness,** ought to control the desires and affections, or 
otherwise that these are ^ to be regulated so that thqr 
may be right " (xii. xiii.). This does not help towards 
showing what is right. 

But, secondly, we come to a ^condition which is 
obviously requisite*** In order that the desires and 
affections which relate to ^ other men ** may be right, 
^ they must conform to this primary and universal con- 
dition, that they do not violate the rights of others. 
This condition may not be sufficient, but it is /neces- 
sary." — p. xiii.' 

This promises something. In tracing to its elements 
the idea of Right, the adjective, we are led to the prior, 
and, it is to be presumed, more elementary, idea of 
Sights, the substantive. But, now, what are rights? 
and how came they to be rights? 

Before answering these questions. Dr. Whewell gives 
a classification of rights ** commonly recognized among 
men." He says they are of five sorts, — ** those of 
person, property, family, state, and contract" (xv.). 
But how do we discover that they are rights? and what 
is meant by calling them rights ? Much to our surprise. 
Dr. Whewell refers us, on both these points, to the 
law. And he asks, **In what manner do we rise from 
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I l^al rights to moral rightnets ? ^ and replies^ ** We 
do so in Tirtue of thia principle : that the supreme rule 
of man's actions must be a rule which has authority 
over the whole of man ; over his intentions as well as his 
actions ; over his affections, his desires, his habits, his 
tfaooghts, his wishes.'* We must not onlj not violate 
the rights of others, but we must not desire to vio- 
late them. ** And thus we rise firom legal obligation to 
moral duty; from legality to virtue; from Uameless- 

in the forum of man to innocence in the court of 



And this, Dr. Whewell actuaUy gives as his scheme 
of morality. His rule of right is, to infringe no ri^ts 
conferred by the law, and to cherish no dispositions 
which could make us desire such infringements I Ac- 
cording to this, the early Christians, the religious 
re for me r s, the founders of all free governments, Clark- 
son, Wilberforoe, and all enemies of the rights of slave- 
owners, must be ckssed among the wicked. If this is 
Dr. Whewell's morality,' it is the very Hobbism which 
he reprobates, and this in its worst sense. 'But, though 
Dr. Whewell says that this is his morality, he presently 
unsays it. 

<| Oar monlity is not derived from the special commands 
of existing laws, but from the fiict that laws exist, and from 
our classification of their subjects. Personal safety, property, 
eootncts. fiunily and civfl relations, are eyeiywhere the sub- 
jects of law, and ar^ everywhere protected by law.: therefbre 
wo judge that these things must be the subjects of morality, 
and most be reverently regarded by morality. But we are 
not thus bound to approve of all the special appointments with 
regard to those suli|)ects which may exist at a given time in 
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the kwt of a given oountrj. On the oontrarj, we may ocmi* 
demn the laws as bebg cootraiy to moralitj. We cannot 
frame a moralitj without recognising property, and propertj* 
ezisU through law ; but yet the law of property, in a par* 
tieukr country, may be at variance with that moral purpose 
for which, in our eyee, laws exist Law is the foundation and 
necessary condiUon of justice : but yet laws may be uigoat ; 
and, when uiyust, ought to te changed.* — p. zviL 

The practical enormities consequent on Dr. Wliewell*8 
theory are thus got rid of; bat, when these are gone, 
there is nothing of the theory left. He undertook to 
explain how we may know what is right. It appeoiedy 
at first, that he was about to give a criterion^ when he 
said that it is not right to violate legal rights. Accord- 
ing to this, when we want to know what is right, we 
have to consult the law, and see what ri^ts it reoog^ 
nizes. Bqt now it seems that these rights may be con- 
trary to right ; and all we can be sure of is, that it is 
rij^t there should be rights of some sort. And we 
learn, that, after all, it is for a ** moral purpose,** that, 
in Dr. Whewell's opinion, ^ laws exist.** So that, while 
the meaning of ouffhi is that we ought to respect rights, 
it is a previous condition that these rights must be such 
as ouffhi to be respected. Morality must conform to 
law ; but law must first conform to morality. This is 
vicious circle the second. Dr. Whewell has broken out 
of the first ; he has made, this time, a larger sweqp ; 
the curve he describes is wider, but it still retains into 
itself. 

An adherent of ** dependent morality'' would say, 
that, instead of deriving right finom rights, we must 
have a rule of right before it can be decided what ought 
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to be rights ; and that, both in kw and in morals, the 
rights which ought to exist are those which, for the 
general happiness, it is expedient should exist. And 
Dr. Whewell anticipates that some one may even do 
him what he thinks the injustice of supposing this to 
be his opinion. He introduces an objector as saying, 
**that, by making our morality begin from rights, we 
xeally do found it upon expediency, notwithstanding our 
condemnation of systems so founded ; for, it may be 
said, rights such as proper^ exist only because they are 
expedient.** Dr. Whewell hastens to repel this impu- 
tation ; and here is his theory : ** We reply, as before, 
that rights are founded on the whole nature of man, in 
such a way that he cannot have a human existence with* 
oat them. He is a moral being, and must have rights, 
because vMrality cannot exist where rights are not/* 
Was ever an unfortunate metaphysician' driven into 
sach a comer? We wanted to Imow what morality is, 
and Dr. Whewell said that it is conforming to rights. 
We ask how he knows that there are rights ; and he 
answers. Because otherwise there could be no morality. 
This is vicious circle the third, and the most wonderful 
of the three. The Indians placed their elephant on the 
back of a tortoise ; but they did not at the same time 
place the tortoise on the back of the elephant. 

Dr. Whewell has iailed in what it was impossible 
to succeed in. Every attempt to dress up an appeal to 
intuition in the forms of reasoning must break down in 
the same manner. The 'system must, from the condi- 
tions of the case, revolve in a circle. If morality is 
not to gravitate to any end, but to hang self-balanced in 
apace, it is useless attempting to suspend one point of 
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it upon another point. The &ot of moral ruIcB sup- 
pofles a certain assembhige of ideas. It is to no purpose 
detaching these ideas one from another, and sajing 
tliat one of them mu^ exist because another does. 
Press the moralist a step farther, and he can onlj say 
that the otlier must exist because of the first. The 
house must have a centre because it has wings, and wings 
because it has a centre. But the question was about 
the whole house, and how it comes to exist. It would 
be much simpler to saj, plainly, that it exists because it 
exists. This is what Dr. Whewell is in the end obliged 
to come to ; and he would have saved himself a great 
deal of bad logic if he had begun with it.* 

So much as to the existence of moral rules : now as 
to what they are. 

^ We do not rest our rules of action upon the tendency of 
actions to produce the happiness of others, or of mankind in 
general ; because we cannot solve a problem so difficult as to 
determine which of two courses of action will produce the 
greatest amount of human happiness : and we see a simpler 
and far more satisfactory mode of deducing such rales; 
namelj, bj considering that there must be such rales ; that 
they must be rales for man, for man Hying among men, and 
for the whole of man's being. Since we are thus led directly 

* In Dr. Wh«weU*t laiger work, we And him retorting, nfter all, to an 
'* external object** as the ultimate groond fer acknowledgiag aajr moral 
rules whatever. He there says that "the reason for doing what is alNO* 
Intely right is, that it is the will of God, through whom the eondltion and 
destination of mankind are what th^ are" (Elements, i. SS5). In tha 
Lectures, howerer, he admits that this rsnders nngatof7 the ascribing anjr 
mond attributes to God. '*If we make holinees, Jnsdoe, and parily Uia 
mere result of God*s commands, we can no longer find anj force in tha 
dedarstion that God is holy. Just, and purs; since the assertion then beeooMa 
mere^ an empty identkal propoeition** (p. 6S). We hope that this indi- 
aaftaa a change ef opinion shice the publication ef the earlier work. 
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to moral niles bj ihe oonsideratioa of the internal condition 
of man's being, we cannot think it wise to tnrn awaj from 
this method, and to trj to determine such rules bj refer- 
eoee to an obscure and nnmanageable external condition the 
amiwint of hapfMness produced.**— ^p. xx. 

If these were not Dr. Whewell*s own words, we 
ahould expect to be charged, as he charges Bentham, 
with caricatm:«. This is given as a scientific statement 
of the proper mode of diaoovering what are the rules of 
moraUty I We are to ** deduce such rules '^ firom four 
oonsideradons. First, ** that there must be such rules ; ^ 
a necessary preliminary, certainly. If we are to build 
a waD, it is because it has been pre^onsly decided that 
there must be a wall. But we must Imow what the 
wall is for, what end it is intended to serve, or we 
aihall not know what sort of wall is required. What 
end are moral rules intended to serve ? No end, accord- 
ing to Dr. Whewell. They do not exist for the sake 
of an end. To have them is part of man's nature, like 
(it is Dr. WheweII*s own illustration) the circulation 
of the blood. It is now, then, to be inquired tohat rules 
are part of our nature. This is to be discovered from 
three things, — that they must be ** rules for man, for 
num living among men, and for the whole of man's 
being.'' This is only saying over again, in a greater 
number of words, what we want, not how we are to 
find it. ilrst, they must be **rules for man : " but we 
axe warned not to suppose that this means for man's 
benefit ; it only means that thqr are for man to obey. 
This leaves us exactly where we were before. Next, 
they are for ^ man living among men ; ** that is, for the 
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conduct of man to men : but how ib man to conduct 
himaelf to men? Thirdly, they are^for the whole of 
man's being ;** that is, according to Dr. WheweH's 
explanation, they are for the regulation of our desires as 
If ell as of our actions : but what we wanted to know 
was, haw we are to regulate our desires and our ae- 
tions. Of the four propositions given as premises firom 
which all moral rules are to be deduced, not one points 
to any difference between one kind of moral rules and 
another. Whether the rule is to love or to hate our 
neighbor, it will equally answer all Dr. .Whewell'a 
conditions. These are the premises which are more 
** simple and satisfactory ** than such ** obscure and un- 
manageable^ propositions, so utterly impossible to be 
assured of, as that some actions are favorable, and others 
injurious, to human happiness! Try a parallel case; 
Let it be required to find the principles of the * art of 
navigation. Bentham says we must look to an ** ex- 
ternal end ; ** getting from place to place on the water. 
No, says Dr. Whewell: there is a ** simpler and more 
satLsfactoxy ^ mode ; viz., to consider that there must 
be such an art ; that it must be for a ship, "—for a ship 
at sea, and for all the parts of a ship. Would Dr. 
Whewell prevail on wy one to suppose that these con- 
siderations made it unnecessary to consider, with Ben- 
tham, what a ship is intended 'to do? 

This account is all we get from Dr. Whewell, in 
the Lectures, of the mode of discovering and recogniz- 
ing the rules of morality. But perhaps he succeeds 
better in doing the thing than in explaining how it 
ought to be done. At all events, having written two 
volumes of ** Elements of Morality,'' he must have 
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porformod tliw fcnt cithor woll or ills ho tntiitt Imvo 
Ibund a way of ** deducing moral rules.'' We will 
now, therefore^ dismiM Dr. Whewell's generalities^ and 
try to estimate his method^ not by what he says about 
it, but by what we see him doing when he carries it into 
practice. 

We turn, then, to his ** Elements of Morality y** and 
to the third chapter of that work, which is entitledi 
** Moral liules exist necessarily •** And here we at once 
fiad somethmg well calculated to surprise us. That 
iiK>rBl rules must exist, was, it may be remembered, 
the first of Dr. Whewell's four fundamental axioms, 
and has been presented hitherto as a law of human 
nature; requiring no proof. It must puzzle some of 
' liis pupils to find'him here proving it ; and, still more, 
to find him proving it from utility. 

^ In enmneratiDg and describing, as we have done, certain 
denres ss among the most powerfid springs of haman action, 
we have stated that man's life is scarcely tolerable, if these 
desires are not in some degree gratified ; that man cannot be 
at all satisfied without some security in sach gratification ; 
that without property, which gratifies one ct these desires, 
man's free agency cannot exist $ that without marriage, which 
gratifies another, there can be no peace, comfort, tranqnillity, 
or order. And the same may be said of all those springs of 
acdoos which we enamerated as mental desires. Without 
some provision fi>r the tranquil gratification of these desires, 
soeiet]r is disturbed, unbalanced, painful The gratification of 
audi desires most be a part cf the order of the society. 
There most be rules which direct the course and lunits of 
such gratification. Such rules are necessary for the peace 
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ThU U a vory dUIbroiit modo of treating the subject 
firom that which we observed in the Lectures. We are 
now among reasons : good or bod tlicy may bo» but 
still reasons. Moral rules are here spoken of as means 
to an end. We now hear of the peace and comfort of 
society ; of making man's life tolerable ; of the satia- 
faction and gratification of human beings ; of prevent- 
ing A dtsturbod and painAil state of society. This is 
utility ; this is pleasure and pain. When real reasons 
are wanted, the repudiated happmess principle is alwajs 
the resource. It is true, this is soon followed by a 
recurrence to the old topics, — of the necessity of rules 
**for the action of man as man ; ** and the impossibility 
to ** conceive man as man, without conceiving him as 
subject to rules.** But any meaning it is possible to 
find in theqe phrases (which is not much) is all re- 
flected firom the utilitarian reasons given just before. 
Bules are necessary, because mankind would have no 
security for any of the things which they value, for an7 
thing which gives them pleasure, or shields them from 
pain, unless they could rely on one another for doing, 
and, in particular, for abstaining from, certain acts. 
And it is true, that man could not be conceived **as 
man** — that is, with the average human intelligence— 
if he were unable to perceive so obvious an utility. 

Almost all the genendia of moral philosophy pre- 
fixed to the ** Elements'* are in like manner derived 
firom utility. For example : that the desires, until * 
subjected to general rules, bring mankind into conflict 
and opposition ; but that, when general rules are es- 
tablished, the feelings which gather round these ^are 
sources, not of opposition, but of agreement;** that 
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878tem of ethics^ without calling to his assiatance any 
fbrdgn principle. It ia not ao with one who relies on 
moral intuition ; for where will he find his moral intu- 
itions? How many ethical propositions can be enu- 
merated, of which the most reckless assertor will venture 
to aflirm that they have the adhesion of all mankind? 
Dr. Whewell declares unhesitatingly, that the moral 
judgment of manldnd, when it is unanimous, must be 
right. ** What are universally held as virtues must be 
dispositions in conformity with this [the supreme] law : 
what are imiversally reckoned vices must be wrong.** 
This is saying much, when we consider the worth, in 
Other matters nearly allied to these, of what is compli- 
mentarily called the general opinion of mankind ; when 
we remember what grovelling superstitions, what witch- 
craft, magic, astrology, what oracles, ghosts, what gods 
and demons scattered through all nature, were once 
tmiversally believed in, and still are so by the majority 
of the human race. But where are these unanimously 
reoognized vices and virtues to be found? Practices the 
most revolting to the moral feelings of some ages and 
nations do not incur the smaUest censure firom others ; 
and it is doubtful whether there is a single virtue which 
is held to be a virtue by all nations, in the same sense, 
and with the same reservations. There are, indeed, 
aome moralities of an utility so unmistakable, so obvi- 
ously indispensable to the common purposes of life, 
that, as general rules, mankind could no more differ 
about them than about the multiplication-table; but, 
even here, there is the widest difference of sentiment 
about the exceptions. The universal voice of mankind, 
ao often appealed to, is universal only in its discord- 



yGoogk 



WHEWSLL ON MORAL FHILOSOFHr. 181 

anoe. What passes for it is merel/ the voice of the 
^ majotitjf or, failing that, of any large number having 
a strong feeling on the subject ; espedallj if it be a 
feeling of which thej cannot give anj account, and 
which, as it is not consciously grounded on any reasons, 
is supposed to be better than reasons, and of higher 
authority. With Dr. Whewell, a strong feeling, shared 
by most of* those whom he thinks worth counting, is 
always an ultima ratio from which there is no appeal. 
He forgets that as much might have been pleaded, and 
in many cases might still be pleaded, in defence of the 
absurdest superstitions. 

It seems to be tacitly supposed, that, however liable 
mankind are to be wrong in their opinions, they are 
generally right in their feelings, and especially in their 
antipathies. On the contrary, there is nothing which 
it is more imperative that they should be required to 
justify by reasons. The antipathies of mankind are 
mostly derived firom three sources. One of these, is an 
impression, true or false, of utility. They dislike what 
is painful or dangerous, or what is apparently so. 
These antipathies, being grounded on the happiness 
principle, must be required to justify themselves by it. 
The second dass of antipathies are against what they 
are taught, or imagine, to be displeasing to some visible 
or invisible power, capable of doing them harm, and • 
whose wrath, once kindled, may be wreaked on those 
who tolerated, as well as on those who committed, the 
offence. The third kind of antipathies, often as strong 
as either of the others, are directed towards mere dif- 
ferences of opinion or of taste. Any of the three, 
when nourished by education, and deriving confidence 
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fiom mutual enoocmgement, asaumes to oommon minds 
the character of a moral feeUiig. But to pretend that ^ 
anj audi antipathy, were it ever ao general, gives the 
amallest guaranty of its own justice and reasonable- 
ness, or has anj churn to be binding on those who do 
not partake in the sentiment, is as irrational as to 
adduce the belief in ghosts or witches as a proof of 
ihar real existence. I am not bound to abstain from 
an action because another person dislikes it, however 
lie jDMj dignify his dislike with the name of .^'disap- 
pirobation* 

We cannot take leave of Dr. Whewell's strictures 
on Bentham, without adverting to some observations 
made by him on Bentham's character as a jurist rather 
than as a moralist. In this capacity, Dr. Whewell does 
niore justice to Bentham than in the d6i)artment of 
moral philosophy. But he finds fault with him for two 
things : first, for not sufficiently recognizing what Dr. 
Whewell calls the historical element of legislation ; and 
imagining, ** that, to a certain extent, his schemes of law 
might be made independent of local conditions.^ Dr. 
Whewell admits it to be part of Bentham's doctrine, 
that difierent countries must, to a certain extent, have . 
different laws ; and is aware that he wrote an ** Essay 
on the Influence of Time and Place in Matters of Le- 
gislation : ^ but thinks him wrong in Tnnintftining that 
there should be a general plan, of which the details 
only should be modified by local cixcumstances ; and 
contends that different countries require different 
ground-plans of legislation. 

^There is, ineveiy national code of law, a necessary and 
fhndamental historical element; not a few sopplementaiy 
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proTiaioos which may be added or adapted to the local cir- 
cttmstanoet after the great body of the code has been con- 
structed; notaftw touches of local coloring to be put in after 
the picture is almost painted; but an element whidi bdongs 
to law fiom its origin, and penetrates to its roots, -—a part of 
the intimate structure, a cast in the original design. The 
national views of perBonal status ; property, and the modes 
of acquisition ; bargains, and the modes of concluding them ; 
fiunilj, and its consequences; government, and its origin,— 
these affect even the most universal aspects and divisions 
ct penal ofibnces : these affect still more every step of the 
expository process which the civil law applies to rights in 
defining penal offiBnces.** — Leetrnm^ p. 254. 

What Dr. Whewell designates by the obseore and 
misleading expression, ^ an historical element," and ac- 
cuses Bentham of paying too little regard to, 10 the 
existing opinions and feelings^ of the people. These 
may, without doubt, in some sense be called historical, 
as being partly the product of their previous histoiy; 
but whatever attention is due to those opinions and 
feelings in legislation, is due to them, not as matter of 
history, but as social forces in present being. Now, 
Bentham, in common with all other rational ^tersons, 
admitted that a legislator is obliged to have regard to 
the opinions and feelings of the people to be legislated 
for ; but witii this difference, that he did not look upon 
those opinions and fi^elings as affecting, in any great 
degree, what was desirable to be done, but only what 
could be done. Take one of Dr. Whewell*s instances, 
^ the national views of personal status.** The ^ national 
views ^ may regard slavery as a legitimate condition of 
human beings ; and Mr. Livingstone, in legislating fixr 
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XfOuisiaiia, may have been obliged to recognize slavery 
as a fiict, and to make provision for it, and for its oon- 
aequences, in Us code of laws : but he was bound to 
TCgaid the equality of human beings as the foundation 
cf his legiskdon, and the concession to the ** historical 
dement** as a matter of temporary expedienqr; and, 
whOe yielding to the necessity, to oadeavor, by all the 
means in his power, to educate the nadon into better 
things. And so of the other subjects mentioned by Dr. 
Whewdl, — property, contracts, &mily, and govern- 
ment. The fiftct, that, in any of these matters, a people 
prefer some particular mode of legislation, on historical 
grounds, — that is, because they have been long used 
to it, — is no proof of any original adaptation in it to 
dieir nature or circumstances, and goes a very little 
way in recommendation of it as for their benefit now. 
But it may be a very important element in determin- 
ing what the legislator can do, and, still more, the 
manner in which he should do it ; ' and, in both these 
respects, Bentham allowed it fiill weight. What he is 
at issue with Dr. YFhewell upon is in deeming it right 
for the legislator to keep before Us mind an ideal 
of what he would do if the people for whom he made 
laws were entirely devoid of prejudice or accidental 
prepossession ; while Dr. Whewell, by placing their 
prejudices and accidental prepossessions ^ at the basis of 
the ajBtem/* enjoins legisladon, not in simple xecog- 
nition of existing popular feelings, but in obedience 
to them. 

The other objection made by Dr. Whewell to Ben- 
tham as a writer on legislation (for we omit the criti- 
on his dassificadon of offences, as too much a 
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matter of detafl for the present diacosaioii) ib* that he 
does not fiilly recognize ^the moral object of law** 
(p. 857). Dr. Whewell sajs, in phraseology which 
we considerably abridge, that ll^w ought not only to 
preserve and gratify man, but to improve and teadi 
him ; not only to take care of him as an animal, but to 
raise him to a moral life. Punishment therefore, he 
says, **is to be, not merely a means of preventing euf 
fering, but is also to be a moral lesson.'* But Bentham, 
as Dr. Whewell is presently forced to admit, says the 
same; and, in fact, carries this doctrine so far as to 
maintain that legal punishment ought sometimes to be 
attached to acts for the mere purpose of stigmatizing 
them, and turning the popular sentiment against them. 
No one, more &an Bentham, recognizes that most 
important but most neglected function of the legisla- 
tor, — the office of an instructor, both moral and intel- 
lectual. But he receives no credit for this from Dr. 
Whewell, except that of being fUse to his principles ; 
for Dr. Whewell seems to reckon it an impertinence in 
anybody to recognize morality as a good, who thinks, 
as Bentham does, that it is a means to an end. If any 
one, who believes that the moral sentiments should be 
guided by the happiness of mankind, proposes that 
moral sentimente, so guided, should be cultivated and 
fostered. Dr. Whewell treats this as a deserting of utili- 
tarian principles, and borrowing or stealing from his. 

As an example of **Bentham*s attempt to exclude 
morality, as such, in his legislation," Dr. Whewell 
refers to **what he says respectmg the laws of marriage, 
and especially in &vor of a liberty of divorce by com- 
mon consent.'' As this is the only opportunity Dr. 

V 
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Whewdl gives his readers of oomparing his mode of 
duMsusdng a spedfic moral question with Beiitham's, we 
shall devote a few words to it. 

Having quoted from Bentham the observation, that a 
gonremment which interdicts divorce ** takes upon itself 
to decide that it understands the interests of individuals 
better than thqr do themselves,'* Dr. WheweQ answers, 
that this is an objection to all laws ; that, in many other 
cases, ** government, both in its legislation and adnun- 
istvBtion, does assume that it understands the interests 
of individuals, and the public interest ae affected by 
tkem^ better than the^ do themselves.'* The words 
which we have put in Italics adroitly change the ques- 
tion. Gk>vemment is entitled to assume that it will 
take better care than individuals of the public interest, 
but not better care of their own interest. It is one 
Ibing for the legislator to dictate to individuals what 
ihej shall do for their own advantage, and another 
thing to protect the interest of other persons who may 
be injuriously affected by their acts. Dr. Whewell's 
own instances suffice: **What is the meaning of re- 
straints imposed for the sake of public health, deanli- 
ness, and comfort? Why are not individuals left to do 
whatthqrlike with reference to such matters? Plainly 
because carelessness, ignorance, indolence, would pre- 
vent their doing what is most for their own interest** 
(p. 258). Say, rather, would lead them to do what is 
contrary to the interest of other people. The proper 
object of sanitary laws is not to compel people to take 
' care of their own health, but to prevent them from 
endangering that of others. To prescribe, by law, what 
linBj ahoold do for their own health alone, would by 
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most people be justlj regaided as something yery like 
tynumy. 
Dr. Whewell oontinaes : — 

^ Bat IB Mr. Bentham ready to apply consigtently the prin- 
ciple which he thus implies, that, b such matten, individoals 
are the best judges of their own interests? Will he allow 
divoroe to take place iRdieneTer the two parties agree in deau^- 
ing it? • • • Sadi a facility of divorce as this leaves hardljr 
any difference possible between marriage and concubinage. 
If a pair may separate when they please, why does the legis- 
lator take the trouble to recognise their living together? ** 

Apply this to other cases. If a man can pay his 
tailor when he and his tailor choose, why does the lavr 
take the trouble to recognize them as debtor and cred- 
itor? Why recognize as partners in business, as land- 
lords and tenants, as servants and employers, people 
who are not tied to each other for life? 

Dr. Whewell finds what he thinks an incondstenc^ 
in Bentham's view of the subject. He thus describes 
Bentham's opinions: — 

^ Marriage for life is, he [Bentham] says, the most natural 
marriage: if there were no laws except the ordinary law of 
contracts, this would be the most ordinaiy arrangemeot. So 
&r, good. But Mr. Bentham, having carried Us argument 
so &r, does.not go on with it What conclusion are we to . 
suppose him to intend ? This arrangement would be very 
general without law: therefore the legislator should pass, a 
law to make it univerealf . • . No. The very next sentence 
is employed in showing the absurdity of making the engage- 
ment one from which the parties cannot liberate themselves 
by mutual consent; and there is no attempt to reduce these 
arguments, or their results, to a consisteni^.*'— p. 259. 
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Dr. Whewell's ideas of inconfliBtenqy aeem to be 
peculiar. Bentham, he says, is of opinion, that, in the 
majority of cases, it is best for the happiness of married 
persons that they should remain together. Is it so? 
(says Dr. Whewell :) then why not force them to re- 
main together, even when it would be best for their 
happiness to separate? 

Try, again, parallel cases. In choosing a profession, 
a sensible person will fix on one in which he will find it 
agreeable to remain : therefore it should not be lawful 
to change a profession once chosen. A landlord,^ when 
be has a good tenant, best consults his own interest by 
not changing him : therefore all tenanqr should be for 
life. Electors who have found a good representatiye 
will probably do wisely in re-electing him : therefore 
members of Parliament should be irremovable. 

Dr. Whewell intended to show into what errors 
Bentham was led by treating the question of marriage 
apart firom ^ moral grounds.'* Yet part of his complaint 
is that Bentham does consider moral grounds, which, 
according to Dr. Whewell, he has no right to do. If 
one married person maltreats the other to procure con* 
sent to a divorce, — 

'Bentham's dedsioD is, that liberty should be allowed to 
the party maltreated, and not to the other. . . . Now, to this 
decision, I have nothing to object; but I must remark, that 
the view whidi makes it tolerable is its being a decision on 
mors! grounds, such as Mr. Bentham would not willingly 
acknowledge. The man may not take advantage of his own 
wrong: liof is a maxim which quite satisfies tif. Bat Mr. 
Bentham, who ofily reganis wrong as harm, would, I think, 
find it difflealt to satisfy the man that he was fairly used.'' 
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Mr. Bentham would have found it difficult to con- 
oeive that any one attempting to critioise his philosophy 
could know so little of its elements. Dr. WheweU 
wonders what the reason can be, on Bentham*s prin- 
dplesy for not allowing a man to benefit by his own 
wrong. Did it never occur to him, that it is to take 
away from the man his inducement to commit the 
wrong? 

Finally, Dr. Whewell says, **No good rule can be 
established on this subject, without regarding the mar- 
riage union in a moral point of view ; without assuming 
it as one great object of the law to elevate and purify* 
men's idea of marriage,— -to lead them to look upon it . 
as an entire union of interests and feelings, enjoyments 
and hopes, between the two parties.** We cannot 
agree in the doctrine, that it should be an object of the 
law to **lead men to look upon** marriage as bdng 
'what it is not. Neither Bentham, nor any one who 
thinks with him, would deny that this entire union is 
the completest ideal of marriage ; but it is bad philoso- 
phy to speak of a relation as if it always toos the best 
thing that it possibly can be, and then infer, that when 
it is notoriously not such, as in an immense majority of 
cases, and even when it is the extreme contrary, as in a 
considerable minority, it should nevertheless be treated 
exactly as if the fact corresponded with the theory. 
The liberty of divorce is contended for, because maiv 
riages are not what Dr. WheweU says they should be 
looked upon as being ; because a dboice made by an 
inexperienced person, and not allowed to be corrected, 
cannot, except by a happy accident, realise the condi- 
tions essential to this complete union. 

\ 
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We give these observations, not as a discussion of 
the question, but of Dr. Whewell's treatment of it ; as 
part of the comparison which he invites his readers to 
institute between his method and that of Bentham. 
Were it our object to confirm the ^eral character we 
have given of Dr. Whewell's philosophy hj a survey 
in detail of the morality laid down hj him, the two 
volumes of ** Elements '^ affi>rd abundant materials. 
We could show that Dr. Whewell not only makes no 
improvement on the old moral doctrines, but attempts 
to set up afresh several of them which have b^n 
loosened or thrown down by the stream of human 
progress. 

Thus we find him everywhere inculcating, as one of 
the most sacred duties, reverence for superiors, even 
when personally undeserving (i. 176-7) ; and obedience 
to ezistmg laws, even when bad. ^The laws of the 
State are to be observed, even when they enact slave- - 
17'' (i. 851). "^The morality of the individual,'' he 
says (i. 58), ** depends on his not violadng the law 
of his nationp** It is not even the spirit of the law, 
but the letter (i. 213), to which obedience is due. 
The law, indeed, is accepted by Dr. Whewell as the 
fountain of rights, — of those rights which it is the pri- 
mary moral duty not to infringe; and mere custom 
18 of almost equal authority with express enactment. 
£ven in a matter so personal as marriage, the usage 
and practice of the country is to be a paramount law. 
** In some countries, the marriage of the child is a matter 
usually managed by the parents : in such cases, it is 
the child's duty to bring the affections, as far as pos- 
sable, into harmony with the custom " (i. 211) . ** Bev- 
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erenoe and affection ** towards * the constitation of each 
country'* he holds (ii. 204) as **one of the diUaes of a 
dtuEen.** 

Again : Dr. Whewell affirms, with a directness not 
usually ventured on in these days by persons of his 
standing and importance, that to disbdieve either a 
providential government of the worid, or revelation, is 
morally criminal ; for that ** men are bkmaUe in dis- 
believing truths after they have been promulgated, 
though they are ignorant without blame before the 
promulgation ** (ii. 91-94). This is the very essence 
of religious intolerance, aggravated by the flict, that 
among the persons thus moraUy stigmatixed are noto- 
riously included many of the best men who ever lived. 
He goes still further, and lays down the principle, of 
intolerance in its broad generality; .saying, that "the 
man who holds false opinions'* is morally condem- 
nable " when he has had the means of knowing the 
truth** (ii. 102) ; that it is ** his duty to think ration- 
ally** (i.e., to think the same as Dr. Whewell) ; that 
it is to no purpose his saying that he has done all he 
could to avrive at truth, since a man has never done 
all he can to arrive at truth** (ii. 106). J£ a man 
has never done all he can, neither has Us judge done 
all he can ; and the heretic may have more grounds for 
believing his opinion true than the judge has for af- 
firming it to be false. But the judge is on the side of 
received opinions, which, according to Dr. Whewell*s * 
standard, makes all right. 

It is not, however, our object to criticise Dr. Whe- 
well as a teacher of the details of morality. Our 
design goes no fiirther than to illustrate his controversy 

\ 
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with Bentliam respecting its first principle. It majf 
periiapsy be thought that Dr. Whewell's arguments 
against the philosophy of utility are too feeble to re- 
quire so long a refutation. But feeble arguments easily 
pass for oonyindng, when they are on the same side as 
the prarailing sentiment : and readers in general are so 
little acquainted with that or any other system of moral 
philoeophy, that they take the word dT anybody, es- 
pecially «n author in rq[>ute, who. professes to inform 
them what it is ; and suppose that a doctrine must be 
indeed absurd, to which mere truisms are offered as a 
suflSdent reply. It was, therefore, not unimportant to 
show, by a minute examination, that Dr. Whewell has 
nusnnderstood and misrepresented the philosophy of 
utility ; and that his attempts to refute it, and t6 con- 
struct a moral philosophy without it, have been equally 
fiulnree. 
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▼ou. DLX XL 

In his eighth Tolume» Mr. Grote brought the narrative 
of Grecian history to its great turning-point, — the 
subjugation of Athens by the Spartans and their con- 
federates ; including, as the immediate sequel of that 
event, the sanguinaiy tyranny of the Thirty ; the rapid 
re-action in Grecian feeling ; the return of the exiles 
under Thrasybulus, subsequently known at Athens by 
the designation of ** those from Fhyle,* or ^ those from 
PirEeus;** the restoration of Athens, under the tolear* 
ance of Sparta, to internal freedom, though denuded of 
empire ; and the inauguration of a new era of ooncord 
by the healing measures which made the archonship of 
Eudides memorable to succeeding generations. The 
recital of these stirring events was immediatdy followed 
by those admirable chapters on the Sophists, and on 
Socrates, which may be pronounced the most important 
portion yet written of this History, whether we con- 
sider the intrinsic interest of their subjects, the deq^ 
rooted hiatorical errors which they tend to dispel, or 
the great permanent instruction contained in their dis- 
play of the characteristics of one of the most eminent 

« Edinbnigh S«Tleir» October, 1808. FUi (toU IL p. 888) thi rarlmr «r 
tb« iint and Moond ToliiiiiM. Th« artidaf in the EdinbniKh Rerkv «a tfM 
intarnwdiate ToluiiMt of Mr. Groto*s Hiitoiy irnro sol writton bj tho ovtbor. 
Sonio puMgM flpom ihorter notices of thooe Tohunee, pdbUilied at thigf 
mooeiiiTeijr appealed, have been inoorporated with the Mlofwlaff aitida. 
VOL. III. 18 
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men who ever lived, — a man unique in histoiy, of a 
kind at all times needful, and seldom more q^ed than 
now.* 

The three volumes which we have here to notice 
contain no delineations belonging to the same elevated 
rank with that which closed so impressively the volume 
immediately preceding. The exposition and estimate of 



* W« hATc not wpmoB to givo tho nnalleit •peclmeii of tho delineation of 
this ranarluble chancter, now brought into cleenr light than over befhre; 
m philoiopher, incalcating, under a rappoeed rdigioua fanpalse, pure reason, 
and a ri^ diacipline of the logieal faealtj. Bat we invite attention to the 
catiuMte, eontaincd in this chapter, of the peenliarities of the Soeratic teach- 
ing, and of the urgent need, at the present and at all tames, of such a 
tcadier. Socrates, in morals, is eonoeiTod by Mr. Grote as the paimllel of 
Bacon fai phTsics. He exposed the loose, Tague, conAised, and misleading 
character of the common notions of mankind on the most fiuniliar subjects. 
Bjr apt interrogations, forcing the interlocutors to become conscious of the 
want of precision in their own ideas, he showed that the words in popular 
we on all moral subjects (words which, because thef are fkmiliar, all perMms 
Hucj tbej nnderstand) in reality answer to no distinct and well-defined 
Ideas; and that the common notions, which those words senre to express, all 
teqnire to be reconsidered. This is exactljr what Bacon showed to be the 
case with respect to the phrases and notions commonlj current on physical 
subjects. It is the fashion of the present day to deciy negatire dialectice} 
as if making men conedoue of their ignorance were not the first step — and 
an abeolutelj nececsary one— towards mdudng them to acquire knowledge. 
** Opinio copitB," says Bacon, ** maxima causa inopia est'* The war which 
Bacon made upon oonftued general ideas, mChnms leaieri a rs6iii aUtractat, 
was essfntially negative; but it constituted the epoch finom which alone 
adrancement in poeitive knowledge became poeeible. It is to Bacon that 
we owo Newton and the modem physical science. In like manner, Socra« 
tea, by ceuTincing men of their ignorance, and pointing out the conditions 
ef knowledge, ortguiated the positive morement which produced Plato and 
Afistotle. Witli them and their immediate disciples that movement ceased, 
and has never yet been eo eflfoctually revived as to be permanent The 
oomnMm notions of the preeent time on moral and mental sttl;t|ects are as 
in cap a b le of eapporting the Soeratic croes-examination as those of his own 
age: th^ ars, Just as much, the wild fruits of the undisciplined under- 
atandlng,— ef the MlcOeetat siK ^ermiMMs, aa Bacon phrsses it; nmgh 
fHendisations of first fanprsisions, or consecrstiens of accidental Mhiga, 
without dna analysis or mental drcumscription* 
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Plato, which alone would have afibrded similar oppor- 
tunities, though falling within the^ chronological period 
comprised in the eleventh volume, is not included in it^ 
but reserved for one yet to come ; except in so far as 
the philosopher is personally involved in the series of 
Sicilian transactions, throu|^ his connection with Dion, 
whose remarkable and eminentijr tragic character aad 
career form the centre of interest in the most striking 
chapter of these volumes. There is littie scope, in this 
portion of the work, for bringing prominently forward 
any great ethical or philosophical ideas ; and the illus- 
trations it contains of Grecian character and institu- 
tions relate principally to points which the autiior had 
largely illustrated before. In no other part of the book 
is the continuity of the narrative so littie broken bj 
dissertation or discussion ; but in the rapid succession 
of animating incidents, and the living display of inter- 
esting individual characters, these volumes are not infe- 
rior to any of the preceding. 

They commence witii the expedition of Cyrus, and 
the retreat of Xenophon and the Ten Thousand ; an 
episode fertile in exemplifications of (Grecian and of < 
Asiatic characteristics, and especially valuable as being 
the only detailed account of the personal adventures of 
any body of Geeeks, or even of any individual Greek, 
which has been directiy transmitted to us by an eye- 
witness and actor. Next follows the history of tiie 
short-lived Lacedaemonian ascendency; its deplorable 
abuse, and the conspicuous Nemesis which fell on that 
selfish and domineering community, by the irreparable 
prostration of her power through the arms of Thebes, 
so many years the firm ally of Sparta, and for her 

\ 
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treacheroiu conduct to whom, even more than for any 
other of her misdeeds, she, in the general opinion of 
Grreece, deserved her fkte. The chapters which de« 
acribe this contest reUte also the resurrection of Athens, 
and her re-attainment, in diminished measure and for 
a brief period, of something like imperial dignity. At 
this haldng-place Mr. Grote suspends the main course 
of his narrative, and takes up the thread of the history 
of the Sicilian Ghreeks ; the most interesting part of 
whose story is included in the present volumes. He 
iUnstrates, by the conduct and fortunes of the ejfler 
Dionysius, the successive stages of the ^despot's prog- 
ress.'* Here, too, the avenging Nemesis attends ; but, 
BM usual with the misdeeds of rulers, the punishment is 
vicarious. The younger Dionysius, a weak and self- 
indulgent but good-natured and rather well-meaning 
inheritor of despotic power, suffered the penalty of the 
usurpation and the multiplied tyrannies of his ener- 
getic and unscrupulous fSftther. The decline and £dl of 
the Dionysian dynasty, and the restoration of Sicilian 
freedom, are related by Mr. Grote in his best style of 
ethical narrative, and with a biographical interest equal 
to the historical. For as the chapten on the fall of 
Sparta are animated and exalted by the great quali- 
ties of Epaminondas,— the fint of Greeks in military 
genius, surpassed only by Pericles in comprehensive 
statesmanship, yet even more honorably distinguished 
among Grrecian politidans by the unostentatious dis- 
interestedness of his public virtue, and the gentleness 
and geanenmty of his sentiments towards opponents, — 
so the Sicilian chapten are lighted up, first by the high- 
minded but checkered, and, even in his erxon, emi* 
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oentlj interestingy diaracter of Dion, and afterwards 
hj the steadier and more unmixed brillianqr of the real 
liberator of Sicily, the wise, just, and heroic Hmoleon. 
Last comes that gloomy period of Gredan history, — 
the age of Philip of Macedon ; during which, enfeebled 
by ihd long and destructive wars which had sncoessiTdy 
prostrated every one of her leading States, Grreece fell 
a prey to an able and enterprising neighbor, nrfio, at 
the head of a numerous population of hardy warriors 
implicitly obedient to his will, was enabled to turn her 
own military arts and diadpline against herself. At the 
time when Philip commenced his career of aggrandize- 
ment, the only Grecian State in a condition to meet 
him with any thing like equality of strength wais Ath- 
ens ; still free and prosperous, but so lowered in public 
spirit and moral energy, that she threw away all her 
opportunities, and only rallied with a vigor worthy 
of her ancestors, when it was too late to do more than 
perish honorably. These sad events, so fiur as their 
course can be traced through the extreme imperfection 
of our information, are related by Mr. Grrote down 
to the fatal day of ChsBroneia. And neither is this 
melancholy recital destitute of the relief afforded by the 
appearance, on the scene, of an illustrious character. 
Even in that age, Athens possessed a man of whom . 
posterity has ratified the proud boast, drawn fix)m him 
in self-vindication, that if there had been one such man 
in every State of Greece, or even in Thessaly and Ar- 
cadia alone, the attempts of Philip to reduce the Greeks 
to subjugation would have been frustrated. What one 
man of boundless energy, far-reaching political vision, 
and an eloquence unmatcheti even at Athens, could do 

\ 
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to save Greece from an inevitable doom, Demosthenes 
did. IBs life was an incessant struggle against the 
fiitalitjr of the time and the weaknesses of his country- 
men ; and though he failed in his object, and perished 
with ihe last breath of the freedom for which he had 
llvedy he has been rewarded by that immortal fkme, 
which, fis he romindod the Athenians in the most cele- 
brated passage of his greatest oration, is not deserved 
onlj bj the successful, and which he merited not more 
by his unequalled oratorical eminence, than by the 
faot, tliat not one moan or selfish or narrow or ungener- 
ous sentiment is appealed to throughout those splendid 
addresses, in which he strove to rouse and nerve his 
countiymen to the contest, or proudly mourned over its. 
unsuccessftd issue. 

The Cihaeroneian catastrophe closes the epoch of Gre- 
cian history. Though much that is highly interesting 
remains, its interest is derived fix>m other sources, —-the 
difinffion of Ghreek civilization through the Eastern 
nations by the expedition of Alexander and its conse- 
qnenccst aim! a few noble but vain efforts, against insu- 
perable obstacles, in Greece itself, to regain a freedom 
and national independence irrecoverably lost. Of the 
period of Grecian greatness, we have now from Mr. 
Grote the completed history. We have the budding, the 
blossoming, and the decay and death. The fitiits which 
survived, — the permanent gifts bequeathed by Greece 
to the world, and constituting the foundation of all 
subsequent intellectual achievements, — these he has not 
yet, or has only partially, oharaoterixed. But he has 
produced a finished picture of the political and collective 
lift of Greece, and the distinctive characters of the form 
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of aocud ezifltenoe, dming and by means of which slie 
aooompliahed tfainga to fiv tranacending what has OTer 
dsewhere been adiieved in so nuurvelloiisljr short a 
^Moe of time. From the I^giBhtion of Solon to tlie 
field of MaraAon, a hundred yean of preparation ; 
iVom Marathon to Chasronela, barely a hundred and 
fifty yean of maturi^i — that oentuiy and a half is all 
that s^arates the eariiest reoorded prose-writing firom 
Demosthenes and Aristotle; all dutt lies between the 
first indication to the outer world of what Greece was* 
dosliuod to bo, and bor aliMorptiou by a forotgu oon- 
quoror. A momentous intcrvali which decided for an 
indefinite period the question, whether the human race 
was to be stationaiy or progressive. That the former 
condition is fiur more congenial to ordinary human 
nature than the latter, experience unfortunately places 
beyond doubt ; and history points out no other people 
in the ancient world who had any spring of unborrowed 
progress within themselYes. We have no knowledge 
of any other source finom which freedom and intellectual 
cultivation could have come, any other means by which 
the light never sinc6 extinguished . might have been 
kindled, if the world had been leffc, without any elements 
of Grecian origin, to be fought for between the unlet- 
tered Bonums and the priest-led and despot-governed 
Asiatics. The people and the period on which this 
depended must be important to posterity as long as 
any portion of the past continues' to be remembered ; 
and, by the aid of Mr. Grote, we are now enabled to 
see them with a deamess and accuraqr, and judge them 
with a largeness of comprehension, never beforo i^ 
proached. 
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To disparage what mankind owe to Greeoe, because 
she has not left for their imitation a perfect type of 
human character, nor a higfalj improved pattern of so- 
cial institotions, would be to demand from the early 
youth of the human race what is far from being yet 
realized in its more adyanced age. It would better 
become us to consider whether we have, in these par- 
ticulars, adyanced as much beyond the best Gbecian 
model as might with reason have been expected after 
more than twenty centuries ; whether, having done no 
more than we have done with all that we have inherited 
from the Greeks, and all that has been since superadded 
to their teachings, we ought not to look up with rever- 
ent admiration to a people, who, without any of our 
adventitious helps, and without the stimulus of pre^ 
ceding example, moved forward by their natiye strength 
at so gigantic a pace, though in an earlier portion of 
the path. It is true, that in institutions, in manners, 
and even in the ideal standard of human character as 
existing in the best minds, there is an improvement. 
All the great thinkers and heroic lives, from Christ 
downward, would have done little for humanity, if, after 
two thousand years, no single point could be added to 
the type of excellence conceived by Socrates or Plato. 
But it is not the moral conceptions of heroes or philos- 
ophers which measure the difference between one age 
and another, so much as the accepted popular standard 
of virtuous conduct Taking that as the criterion, and 
comparing the best Grecian with the best modem com- 
munity, is the superiority wholly on the side of the 
modems? Has there not been deterioration as well as 
improvement, and the former perhi^ almost a» marked 
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as the latter? There is more hamanitj, more mildhean 
of maimers, though this only from a oomparativelj 
recent date: the sense of moral obligation is more 
oosmopolitan, and depends less for its acknowledgment 
on the existence of some special tie. But we greatly 
doubt if most of the positive virtues were not b^ter 
conceived and more highlj prized by the public opinion 
of Greece than by that of Great Britain,, while nega- 
tive and passive qualities have now engrossed the chief 
part of the honor paid to virtue ; and it may be ques- 
tioned if even private duties are, on the whole, better 
understood ; while duties to the public, unless in cases 
of special trust, have almost dropped out of the catar 
logue: that idea, so powerful in the free States of 
Greece, has faded into a mere rhetorical ornament. 

In political and social organization, the modems, or 
some of them at least, have a more unqualified superi- 
ority over the Greeks. They have succeeded in making 
free institutions possible in large territories, and they 
have learnt to live and be prosperous without slaves. 
The importance of these discoveries <— for discoveries 
they were — hardly admits of being overrated. For 
want of the first, Greece lost her freedom, her virtue, 
and her very existence as a people ; and slavexy was 
the greatest blot in her institutions while she existed. 
It is sufSdent merely to mention another great blot,—-* 
the domestic and social condition of women (on which 
pomt, however, Sparta, in a degree surprising for the 
age, formed an honorable exception) ; since, in this 
respect, the superiority of modem nations is not to 
much greater as might be supposed. Even on the 
subject of skvexy, there are many and not inconsiderable 
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that die error was not so great of first introduoiiig it 
as of continumg it too long. 

Though Grecian history is crowded with objects of 
interest, all others are eclipsed by Athens. Whaterer 
in Greece most merits the gratitude of posterity, Athens 
possessed in fullest measure. If the HeUenic nation is 
in history the main source and most coxispicuous rep- 
resentative of progress, Athens may daim the same 
honorable position in r^atd to Greece itself; for all 
the Greek elements of progress, in their hi^est culmi- 
nation, were united in that illustrious city. This was 
not the effect of an original superiority of natural 
endowments in the Athenian mind. In the first ex- 
uberant outpourings of Grecian genius, Athens bore no 
more than her share, if even so much. The many 
fiunous poets and musicians who preceded the era of 
Marathon, the early speculators in science and philoso- 
phy, and even the first historians, were scattered through 
all the divisions of the Greek name ; with a preponder- 
ance on the side of the lonians of Asia Minor, the Sici- 
lian and Italian Greeks, and the islanders, all of whom 
attained prosperity much earlier, as well as lost it 
sooner, than the inhabitants of Continental Greece. 
Even B(£Otia produced two poets of the first rank, 
Pindar and Corinna, at a time when Attica had only 
yet produced one.* By degrees, however, the whole 

* Bjr Miiie OTcni^t, Mr. Gvoto has pined orer one whole generation ef 
GreeUui poets. ' He has given as ftOl an aocoont as the nateriab permit 
of the earlier poets, donm to the a^ of Alcmis and SapphOi and has spoken 
at some length of the dramatists, but has said nothing (except incidental^) 
of Pindar, gimonides, Anacreon, Bacdiylides, or tlm two Bssotian p oe t es ses , 
Vjrtia and Corinna; the last of whom was Sto times crowned at Thebes ha 
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intellect of Oreece, except the purely practical, gravi- 
tated to Athena) until, in tbe maturity of Ghrecian 
coltnre, all the great writers, apeaken, and thinkers 
"were educated, and nearly all of them were bom and 
poaaed their lives, in that centre of enlightenment* 
Of the other Greek States, such as were oligarchically 
governed con^buted little or nothing, except in a mili- 
tary point of view, to make Greece illustrious. Even 
those among them, which, like Sparta, wece to a cer- 
tain degree successful in providing for stability, did 
notiimg for progress, further than supplying materials 
of study and experience to the great Athenian thinkers 
and their disciples. Of the other democracies, not one 
enjoyed the Eunomia, the unimpeded authority of law, 
and freedom from factious violence, which were quite as 
characteristio of Athens as either her liberty or her 
genius; and which, making life and property more 
secure than in any other part of the Grecian world, 
afforded the mental tranquillity which is also one of the 
conditions of hi^ intellectual or imaginative achieve- 
ment. 

While Grecian history, considered philosophically, is 
thus almost concentrated in Athens, so also, considered 
esthetically, it is an epic, of which Athens, as a colleo- 
tive personality, may be called the hero. The fate of 
Athens speaks to the imagination and sympathies like 
that of the Achilles or Odysseus of an heroic poem ; 
absorbing into itself even the interest excited by the 
long series of eminent Athenians, who seem rather like 
successive phases under which Athens appears to^ us, 
than individuals independent and apart from it. No- 
where does history present to us a collective body so 
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abounding in human nature as the Athenian Demoe. 
In them all the capacitiee, all the impukee and suaoep- 
tibilitieey the ttrength and the infirmitiee, of human 
character, stand out in large and bold proportions. 
There is nothing that thej do not seem capable of 
understanding, of feeling* and of executing ; nothing 
generous or heroic to which they might not be roused ; 
and scaroelj any act of folly, injustice, or ferocity, into 
which they could not be hurried, when no honest and 
able adviser was at hand to recall them to theur better 
nature. Ever variable, according to the character of 
the leading minister of the time ; alike prudent and 
enterprising under the guidance of a Pericles ; care- 
lessly inert or rashly ambitious when their most influen- 
tial politicians were a Nicias and an Alcibiades ; yet 
never abdicating their own guidance, always judging 
for themselves, and, though often wrong, seldom choos* 
ing the worse side when there was any one present 
capable of advocating the better. Li^t-heuted. too, 
fiiU of animal spirits and joyousness ; reveUing in the 
fun of hearing rival orators inveigh agiunst each other ; 
bursting with laughter at the mingled floods of coarse 
bufibonery and fine ydt poured forth by the licensed 
libellers of their comic stage agiunst their orators and 
statesmen, their poets, their gods, and even themselves, 
-— **that angry, waspish, intractable little old man, 
Demos of Pnyx,^* the well-known laughingstock of 
one of the most successful comedies of Aristophanes. 
They are accused of fickleness; but Mr* Ghote has 

• Mr. Qroto*a panphnM of — 

Alj/nC JbwUrKt ^ibotttSm y$fAi/nBm^ ^AruL^ Eq. 41. 
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shown on how false an estimate of historical facts that 
imputation rests,* and that thej were much rather 
remarkable for the constancy of their attachments. 
Thqr were not fickle, but (a yery difierent quality, 
vulgarly confounded witli it) mobile ; keenly suscepti- 
ble individually, and of necessity stOl more collectively, 
to the feeling and impression of the moment. The 
Demos may be alternately likened to the commonly 
received idea of a man, a woman, or a child, but never 
a down or a boor. Bight or wrong, wise or foolish, 
Athenians are never ^braitfnmM; theirs are never the errors 
of untaught or unexercised minds. They are always 
the same Athenians who have thrilled with the grandeur 
and pathos of jSSschylus and Sophocles ; who were able 
to ransom themselves from captivity by reciting the 
Terses of Euripides ; who have had Pericles or Demos- 
thenes for their daily instructor and adviser ; and have 
heard eveiy species of judicial case, public and private, 
civil and criminal, propounded for their, decision, in the 
most finished compositions ever spoken to a public as- 
sembly. They are the same Athenians, too, who live 
and move among the visible memorials of ancestors^ the 
greatest of whose glories was that they had dared and suf- 
fered all things rather than desert the liberty of Greece. 
Thdr just pride in such progenitors, and their sense of 
what was due to the dignity and fame of their city, 
were ever ready to be evoked for any noble cause. 
Even at the last, when their energies, too late aroused, 
had been insufficient to save them, and they lay crushed 
at the feet of a conqueror, they earned the admiration 

• 8m tkit point adain^fliMdM in th« MiMrk«, in tiM kit duptar 
Wt «M ff-tiM i^wtli TduM^ M Om oondmudon of XUtiadM. 
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of iKWteri^ by bestowing, instead of displeasure, addi- 
tional distinctions %n the author and adviser of the 
struggle which had preserved their honor, though not 
their safety or their freedom. 

In eveiy respect, Athens deserved the high commen- 
dation given her by Pericles, in his Funeral Oration, 
of being the educator of Greece.* And we cannot 
better set forth the characteristics of this great com- 
monwealth at its greatest period than by following 
Mr. Grote in quoting some passages firom that cele- 
brated discourse, t 

^ We live under a coDStitution such as noway to envy the 
kws of our neighbors ; ourselves an example to others, rather 
than imitators. It is called a democracy, since its aim tends 
towards the Many, and not towards tl^ Few. In regard to 
private matters and disputes, the laws deal equally with every 
one ; while, in respect to public dignity and importance, the 
position of each is determined, not by class influence, but by 
worth, according as his reputation stands in his particular 
department: nor does poverty or obscure station keep him 
back, if he has any capacity of benefiting the State. And 
our social march is free, not merely in regard to public afiairs, 
but also in regard to tolerance of each other's diversity of 
tastes and pursuits. For we*are not angiy with our neighbor 
for what he does to please himself; nor do we put on those 
sour looks, which are offensive, though they do no positive 
damage. Thus conducting our private social intercourse with 
reciprocal indulgence, we are restrained from misconduct in 
public matters by fear and reverence of our magistrates for 
the time being, and of our laws, especially such laws as are 

• T^fcddov nSkof r9f *EM6dor iraidwonr c/wic.— iniMe., li. 41. 

t Yd. vL pp. 198-lM. We Imt« Ttntnrad to change a hm «qira»- 
■Sont ia Mr. OroCe*a trantlaUon, la erdar, thongli at the axpaoaa of aaooUi- 
naoi, to bring It cloa« to the literal meaning ef tlie orlginaL 
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institoted for fbe protectioo of the wroo 
thoogh onwritten, are enforced bj a eommo 
Besides this, we have provided for oor mind 
tioos from tnl, pertlj by our customary sole 
and festival throug^oat the year, partly b 
oar private arrangements, the daily charm < 
pain and annoyance. From the magnitud 
products of the whole earth are brought 1 
eigoyment of foreign luxuries is as much oui 
as of those which we produce at home. In i 
for war, we differ from our opponents (the 
on several material p<nnts. First, we lay o 
common resort: we apply no xenftlasy to 
from any lesson or spectacle, for fear lest an 
and profit by it ; for we trust less to mancsu 
than to native boldness of spirit, for wariike 
in regard to education: while the Lacedasn 
their earliest yoath, subject themselves to az 
for the attabment of courage, we, with oar ( 
are not less prepared than they to encounte 
the measure of our strength. • • • 

<< We combine taste for the beautiful witl 
and cultivate intellectual speculation without 
we employ wealth for the service of our oco 
ostentation of talk; nor is it disgraceful I 
poor to confess himself so, though he may 
actively bestirring himself to get rid of hi 
politicians are not exempted from attending 
affiurs, and oar private dtisens have a com] 
of public matters; for we stand alone in re 
who koeps aloof fWun poltUos, not as a blaii 
as a useless one. Far from accounting discs 
ment to action, we think it an evil not to hai 
by dellboratioo before the time for execution 
tmthy we coinbine, in a remarkable manner 
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tioQ, with full debate beforehand cm that which we are going 
about; whereas, with oiherSi ignorance alone imparts darin^^ 
debate induces hesitation. Assuredly those oug^t to be re- 
garded as the stootesi of heart, who, knowing most accaralely 
both the terrors of war and the sweets of peace, are still noi 
the less willing to encoonter periL" 

Tbis picture, drawn by Pericles and transmitted by 
Thucydides, of ease of living, and fir^eedom from social 
intolerance, combined with the pleasures of cultiyated 
taste, and a lively interest and energetic participation in 
public afiairs, is one of the most interesting passages 
in Greek histoiy; placed, as it is, in the speech in 
which the first of Athenian statesmen professed to show 
^ by what practices' and by what institutions and man- 
ners the dty had become great."* This remarkable 
testimony, as Mr. Ghrote has not fiuled to point out, 
wholly conflicts, so far as Athens is concerned, with 
what we are so often told about the entire sacrifice, in 
the ancient republics, of the liberty of the individual to 
an imaginary good of the State. In the greatest Greek 
commonwealth, as described by its most distmguished 
citizen, the public interest was held of paramount obli- 
gation in all things which concerned it : but, with that 
part of the conduct of individuals which concerned only 
themselves, public opinion did not interfere ; while, in 
the ethical practice of the modems, this is exactly re- 

* It U wortlgr of notioo, tb«t*fak the ipMoh of Kloiaa to hit troopiH |ir»- 
oidloff tholr floal dMrtli-ttnigglo In tlio b«bor of SjmeiiM, Im, too (If 
eometljr nportod bj Tliaqrdidii)| raniBdo thorn of the Moiotbotnn hi tholr 
natioDal inodtotiont and hobito, tho univBllod froodom of tho faidiTldssI la 
rNpoot to bit modo of lUbi- 
iBsryiMor ft r|i' iAivfipwr&rfc ^^fP^^ 

If 't#v dtoiw IfiMbf.— Tkm., Tii. SO. 
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vened, and no one is required by opinion to pay any 
regard to the publict except by conductbg his own 
private concerns in conformity to its expectations. On 
this vital question of social morals, Mr. Grote's re- 
marks, though belonging to an earlier volume than^. 
those which we are reviewing, are too valuable, as well 
as too much to the purpose, to require any apology for 
quoting them (vol. vi. pp. 200-2) : — 

''Tbe Btrefls which he (Pericles) lays upon the liber^ of ^ • 
thought and action at Athens, not merely from excessive 
restraint of law, hut also from practical intolerance between 
man and man, and tyranny of the minority over individual 
disBcnters in taste and pursuits; deserves serious notice, and 
brings out one of those points in the national character upon 
which the intellectual development of the time mainly de- 
pended. The national temper was indulgent in a high degree 
to aU the varieties of positive impulses : the peculiar prompt- 
ings in every indiridual bosom were allowed to manifest 
themselves, and bear fruit, without being suppressed by ex- 
ternal opinion, or trained into forced conformity with some 
assumed standard : antipathies against any ot them formed no 
part of the habitual morality of the dtisen. While much of 
the generating causes of human hatred was thus rendered 
inoperative, and while society was rendered more comfortable, 
more instructive, and more stimulating, all its germs of pro- 
ductive fruitful genius, so rare everywhere, found in such an 
atmosphere the maximum of encouragement Within the 
linuto of the kw, assuredly as faithfully observed at Athens 
as anywhere in Greece, individual impulse, taste, and even 
eccentricity, were accepted with indulgence, instead of being 
a maik, as elsewhere, for the intolerance of neic^bors or of 
the public This remarkable feature in Athenian life will 
help us in a future chapter to explain the striking career of 
SooiBtes; and it fiurther presenu to us, under another fim, a 
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great part of thit idiich Uie ceoaan of AtbeiiB deooonoed 
under the name of ^demoenUical lioenae.'* Tbe liberty mad 
diversity of indiTidnal hh in tbat dtj were ofieosive to 
Xenophon, Plato, and ArietoUet — attached either to the 
monotODOQS drill of Sparta, or to some other ideal etandard, 
which, though much better than the Spartan in itself they 
were disposed to impress upon sodetj with a heaTj-handed 
unifbrmity. Thai liberty of individual action, not merely 
from the over-restraints of law, but from the tyranny oi 
jealous opinion, such as Pericles depicts in Athens, belongs 
more naturally to a democraiqr, where there is no select One 
or Few to receive worship and set the fashion, than to any 
other form of government. But it is very rare, even in 
democracies ; nor can we dissemble the &ct, that none of the 
governments of modem times, democratical, aristocratical, or 
monarchical^ presents any thing like the i»cture of generoos 
tolerance towards social dissents, and spontaneity of individual 
taste, which we read in the speech of the Athenian statesman 
In all of them, the intoleranoe of the national opinion cats 
down individual character to one out of a few set types, to 
which every person or every femily is constrained to adjust 
itself, and beyond which all exceptions meet either with hatred 
or with derision* To impose upon men such restraints, either 
of law or of opinion, as are requisite for the security and 
comfort of society, but to encourage rather than repress the 
free pUy of individual impulse subject to those limits, is an 
ideal, which, if it was ever approached at Athens, has ceiv 
rainly never been attained, and has indeed ccmipaiatively been 
little studied or cared for, in any modem society.** 

The difference here pointed out between the temper 
of the Athenian and that of the modern mind is most 
dosely connected with the wonderful display of indi- 
vidual genius which made Athens illustrious, and with 
the comparadve mediocrity of modem times. Oiigi* 
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nalitjr is not alwajB genius, but genius is always 
originality; and a society whioh looks jealously and 
distrustfiilly on original people — which imposes its 
comnion level of opinion, feeling, and conduct, on all 
its individual members — may have the satisfaction of 
thinking itself very moral and respectable, but it must 
do without genius. It may.haye persons of talent, who 
bring a larger than usual measure of commonplace 
ability into the service of the common notions of the 
time : but genius, in such a soil, is either &tally stunted 
in its growth ; or, if its native strength forbids this, it 
usually retires into itself, and dies without a sign. 

The ambitious external policy of Athens is one of 
the points in Greek histoiy which have been most 
perversely misjudged and misunderstood* Modem his- 
torians seem to have succeeded to the jealous animosity 
of the Corinthians, and other members of the Spartan 
alliance, at the opening of the Peloponnesian War, 
thou^ by no means at one with them in the reasons 
they are able to assign for it* The Athenians certainly 
were not exempt from the passion, universal in the 
ancient world, for conquest and dominion. It was a 
blemish, when judged by the universal standard of 
right; but, as a fiust, it was most beneficial to the 
worid, and could not have been other than it was with- 
out crippling them in their vocation as the oxgan of 
progress. There was scarcely a possibility of perma- 
nent improvement for mankind, until intellect had first 
asserted its superiority, even in a militazy sense, over 
brute force* With the barhuous part of the species 
presring in all round to crush every eariy germ of im- 
provement, all would have been lost if there had not 
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also been an intdnet in the better and more gifted poi^ 
tiona of mankind to puah for dominion over the duller 
and oooner. Beade8» in a small but fiouriahing finee 
oommunity like Athena, ambition was the simple dictate 
of prudence. No euch community could have had an jr 
•afoty for its own freedom but by acquiring power. 
Instead of reprobating the Athenian maritime empire, 
the whole of mankind^ bq;inning with the subject States 
themselves, had cause to lament that it was not much 
longer continued ; for that the fate of Greek dvilisa^ 
tion was bound up with it, is proved hj the whole 
course of the history. When the jealousies of the other 
Greek States stripped Athens of her empire, and nomi- 
nally restored the subject allies to an independence 
which they were wholly incapable of maintaining, Greece 
lost her sole chance of making successful head against 
Macedonia or Rome. And, considering what the short 
period of Athenian greatness has done for the world, it 
is painful to think in how much more advanced a stage 
human improvement mi^t now have been, if the 
Athens of Pericles could have lived on in undimin* 
ished spirit and energy for but one century more. 

The Athenian Empire was the purest in its origin of 
all the empires of antiquity. It was at first a free and 
equal confederacy for defence against the Persians, 
organized by Aristides with a justice worthy of his 
name. It never would have become any thing else, 
but that tlie minority of the allies, oonsirting of the 
comparatively unwarlike and energetio Asiatic Greeks, 
chose to make their contribution in money instead of 
personal service ; prefianring to pay Athens for protect- 
ing them, rather than protect themselves. Even the re* 
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iDoval of the treaaury of the confederacy from Delos to 
Athens was no act of the AthenianSi but of the synod 
of the confederacy, on the proposition of Samoa. When, 
at a kter date, some of the States attempted to secede 
from the alliance, and enjoy the peace and security 
which it afforded, without sharing in the cost, the gen- 
eral sentiment of the confederates at first went along 
with Athens in bringing back the recusants by force of 
arms. But, with these small town communities, to be 
defeated was to be conquered ; and the conquered, by 
the uniyeisal custom of antiquity, received the law from 
'the conqueror. That law, in the case of Athens, was 
only occasionally either harsh or onerous ; yet thus, by 
degrees, the once equal allies sunk into tributaries. 
The few who had neither revolted, nor commuted per- 
sonal service for pecuniary payment, retdned their 
naval and military force, and their immunity from trib- 
ute, and had nothing to complain of, but that, like the 
dependencies of England or of any modem nation, they 
were compelled to join in the wars of the dominant 
State, without having any voice in deciding them. They 
do not seem to have alleged any other practical griev- 
ances against the Athenian community: their com- 
plaints, recorded by Thucydides, turn almost solely 
upon offence to the (jrecian sentiment of city inde- 
pendence and dignity. Under the protection of the 
powerfid Athenian navy, the allied States enjoyed a 
security never before known in Greece, and which no 
one of them could possibly have .acquired by its own 
efforts. Many of them grew rich and prosperous. 
With their internal government, Athens, as a general 
rule, did not interfere; in Mr. Gkote's opinion, not 
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even to make it democraticalt when it did not happen 
to be so already. Like all the weak States of antiquity » 
whether called independent or not, they were liable to 
extortion and oppression ; not, however, from the Athe- 
nian people, but from rich and powerful Athenians in 
command of expeditions, against whom the Demos, when 
judidaUy appealed to, was ready to give redress. The 
most express testimony is borne to this general fact by 
the able oligarchical conspirator Phrynichus, as reported 
by the oligarchicaUy inclined Thucydides, in his ac- 
count of that remarkable incident in Athenian lustoiy, 
the revolution of the Four Hundred. The historian 
represents Phrynichus as reminding his fellow-conspi- 
rators that they could expect neither assistance nor 
good-will from the allies, since these well knew that it 
was from the oligarchical Athenians they were liable to 
injury, and looked upon the Demos as dieir protector.* 
The reality of the protection is exemplified by the case 
of Paches, the victorious general who had just before 
captured Mitylene. The resentment of the Athenians 
against that revolted city was such, that they were (aa 
is well known) persuaded by Qeon to pass a decree for 
putting the whole military population to death, though 
they recalled the mandate before it had been executed. 
Yet Paches, having abused his victory by violating two 
women of Mitylene (having first put their husbands to 
death), was prosecuted by them before the Athenian 

* Toipc T« coXodc cdyoSodf Jva/tqQtfihouc oOk O^Jiami abndc vofiii^ 
ofin wpayfiara wapi(t» roO Siftou, woptardc dvrac mt h^y^ruc tuv gmcum 
ty &ifi^, ki 6vT^ wXiU* aibfo^ uf^doBair KalHfthfk^ hdiwc dwoi, m2 
uKptru Av Ktti ptaiAnpw 4iro9i>t0ir«y, t6¥ rv d^/iov ofHiif rv ««ra^i7#v dvai 
Ktti kKdpu» ou^p wia rtt f , Ka2 rvdro m^ aibr&» tQ¥ ipyuif haonfihac rite 
iriSiuc aofdc oMp ildfvai, 9n t/bru vofufaifom. — Tkne^ Till. 48. ^ 
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dicasteiy; and, the facts being proved, vras so orer- 
whelmed by the general burst of indignation, that he 
dew himself in open court. This incident (which, until 
its real circamstances had been bunted out by Niebuhr, 
was one of the stock examples of Athenian and popular 
ingratitude) is a striking illustration of the difference 
b^ween the Athenian Empire and the Lacedaemonian ; 
ibr when Spartan citizens, in repeated instances, com- 
mitted snnilar enormities, not against conquered ene- 
mies, but friendly allies, no redress could be obtained. 
It required the field of Leuctra to avenge the daughters 
of Skedasus, or appease the manes of the victims of 
the harmost Aristodemus* 

However unpopular tlie dominion of Athens may have 
been among her subjects, though it appears to have been 
so with the leading men rather than with the majority, 
they had reason enough to regret it afier it was at an 
end ; for not only vras the little finger of Lacedsemon 
heavier than the whole body of Athens, but many of 
them only exchanged Greek dominion for that of tl\e 
Barbarians. Sparta was never able, for more than a 
few years, to protect the Asiatio*Grreeks even against 
Persia ; and at the height of her power, as soon as the 
obligation of defending tliem became inconvenient, she, 
by the peace of Antaloidas, actually ceded the whole of 
that great division of Greece to the Persian king, to 
whom it remained subject untfl the invasion of Alexan- 
der. Several of the most prosperous of the islanders 
fared no better : CSos, Chios, and Bhodes, when by the 
Social War they succeeded in detaching themselves 
from the second Atheniau Empire, fell almost iSnme- 
diateiy into dependence on the CSarian despot Mausolus, 
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Agai&st whom the BhodianB had soon to appeal again to 
their enemj, Athens, for assistance. So mere a name 
was that uniyersal autonomy, which was used so suo- 
cessfull J to stir up the feelings of the Hellenic world 
against its noblest member ;, so entirely did the inde- 
pendence of Greece turn* on the maintenance of some 
cohesion among her multifarious particles, while the 
political instincts of her people obstinatdj rejected 
the merging of the single city-republic in any larger 
unity. 

Hie intellectunl and moral pro-eminence which made 
Athens the centre of good to Greece, and of the good 
to after-generations of which Greece has been the me* 
dium, was wholly the fruit of Athenian institutions. It 
was the consequence, first of democnu^, and secondly 
of^the wise and well-considered organization by which 
the Athenian democracy was distinguished among ihe 
democratic constitutions of antiquity. He term ** de- 
mocracy " may perhaps be deemed inapplicable to any of 
the Grecian governments, on account of the existence 
of slavery ; and it is inapplicable to them in the purest 
and most honorable sense of the term. But in another 
sense, not altogether inappropriate, those governments, 
the first to which the word ** democracy^ was applied, 
must be considered entitled to the name : in the same 
manner as it is given to the Northern States of Amer- 
ica, although women are there excluded firom the rights 
of citizenship ; an exclusion which, equally with that of 
slaves, militates against the democratic principle. The 
Athenian Constitution was so far a democracy, that it 
was government by a multitude, composed in majority 
of poor persons, — small landed proprietors and arti- 
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• 

saiiB. It bad the additional democrado characteristiOi 
fiur more practically important than even the political 
firanchiMt— it was a government of boundless publidtj 
axid freedom of speech. It had the, liberty of the bema, 
of the dicasteiy, the portico, the palsestra, and the stage ; 
altogether a full equivalent for the liberty of the press. 
Purther, it was the only government of antiquity which 
possessed this inestimable advantage in the same degree, 
or retained it as long. Enemies and friends alike tes- 
tify that the wafipiicUt of Athens was paralleled in no 
other place in the known world. Every office and 
honor was open to every citizen, not, as in the aristo- 
cntic Boman republic (or even the British monarchy), 
almost nominally, but really ; while the daily working 
of Athenian institutions (by means of which every citi- 
zen was accustomed to hear every sort of question, 
public and private, discussed by the ablest men of the 
time, with the earnestness of purpose, and fulness of 
preparation, belonging to actual btisiness, deliberative' 
or judicial) formed a course of political education, the 
equivalent of which modem nations have not known 
how to give even to those whom they educate for states- 
men. To their multitudinous judicial tribunals the 
Athenians were also indebted for that habitual love of 
fiur play, and of hearing both sides of a case, which 
was more or less a quality of the Grreeks generally, but 
had so firm a hold on the Athenians, that it did not de^ 
sert them under the most passionate excitement.' The 
potenqr of Grecian democracy in making every indi- 
vidual in the multitude identify his feelings and interests 
with those of the State, and regard its fi-eedom and 
greatness a^ the first and principal of his own personal 
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concernsy cannot be better described than in the words 
of Mr. Ghrote. After quoting a remarkable passage 
from Herodotus, descriptiye of the unexpected outburst 
of patriotic energy at Athens after the expulsion of the 
Fisistratidsd, and the establishment of the Cleist)fenean 
Constitution^* Mr. Grote proceeds as follows (vol. iv. 
pp. 237-9): — 

** Democracy in Grecian antiquity possessed the privilege, 
not only of kindling an earnest and nnanimoos attachment to 
the constitation in the bosoms of the dtisens, but also of 
creating an energy of public and private action such as could 
never be obtained under an oligarcfay, where the utmost that 
could be hoped for was a passive acquiescence and obedience. 
Mr. Burke has remarked, that the mass of the people are 
generally very indifferent about theories of government: but 
such indifference (although improvements in the practical 
working of all governments tend to foster it) is hardly to be 
expected among any people who exhibit decided mental ac- 
tivity and spirit on oUier matters ; and the reverse was un* 
questionably true, in the year 500 B.C., among the communities 
of ancient Greece. Theories of government were there any 
thing but a dead letter : they were connected with emotions 
of the strongest as well as of the most opposite character. 
The theory of a permanent ruling One, for example, was 
univerBsUy odious: that of a ruling Few, though acquiesced 
in, was never positively attractive, unless either where it.was 
associa t ed with the maintenance of peculiar education and 
habits, as at Sparta, or where it presented itself as the only 

lovyopUi iK ion xAfia oirevdoZoir, d Ktd 'A^ya7oi rvpatnmfOfdim fth, Ma(i£t9 
Monpy^C^^ok^ Herod., v. 78. 
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antitliesis to demoenu^; the latter having, bj peculiar circum* 
stanoeBy become an object of terror. Bnt the theory of de- 
mocnu^ was pre-eminently sednctiTe ; creating in the mass 
of the dtiaens an intense positive attachment, and disposing 
them to volantaiy action and suffering on its behalf, such as 
no coercion on the part of other governments could entail 
Herodotus, in his comparison of the three sorts of government, 
puts in the front rank of the advantages of democrat ^its 
most splendid name and promise," — its power of enlisting 
tiie hearts of the citizens in support of their constitution, and 
of providing for all a common bond of union and fraternity. 
This is what even democracy did not always do; but it was 
what no other government in Greece eotdd do,— a reason 
alone sufficient to stamp it as the best government, and pre- 
senting the greatest chance of beneficent results. . • • Among 
the Athenian dtuEcns, certainly, it produced a strength and 
unanimity of positive political sentiment such as has rarely 
been seen in the history of mankind; which excites our 
surprise and admiration the more, when we compare it with 
the apathy which had preceded, and which is even implied as 
the natural state of the public mind in Solon's itunous proc- 
lamation against neutrali^ in a sedition. Because democracy 
happens to be unpalatable to 'most modem readers, they 
have been accustomed to look upon the sentiment here de- 
scribed only in its least honorable manifestations, — in the 
caricatures of Aristophanes, or in the empty commonplaces 
of rhetorical dedaimers. But it is not in this way that the 
force, the earnestness, or the binding value, of democratical 
sentiment at Athens is to be measured. We must listen to it 
as it comes from the lips of Perides, while he is strenuously 
enforcing upon the people those active duties for which it 
both implanted the stimulus and supplied the courage; or 
from the oligarchical Nikias m the harbor of Syracuse, when 
be is endeavoring to revive the courage of his despuiing 
troops for one last death-strug|^e, and when he appeals to 
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their damoentical pfttriotism aa to the only flame jet alive 
and borniog evea in that moment of agon j. From the time 
of KleiBthenes downward, the creation of this new mi^^i^ 
impulse makes an entire revelation in the Athenian charao- 
ter; and, if the diange still stood out in so prominent a 
manner befi>re the ejes of HerodotoSi mnch more must it 
have been felt bj the contemporaries among whom it oo- 
currad.** 

The influences here spoken of were those of demoo* 
racj generally. For the peculiar and excellent organ- 
ization of her own democracj, Athens was indebted to 
a suooession of eminent men. The earliest was her 
great legislator, Solon ; himself the first capital prizo 
which Athens drew in the dispensations of the Desti- 
nies; a man whose personal virtue ennobled the dtjr 
bj which he was chosen to legislate, and the merit of 
whose institutions was a principal source of the deep- 
rooted respect for the laws which distinguished^ Athena 
beyond any other of the ancient democracies. The 
salutary forms of business established by Solon, and 
calculated to secure as much caution and deliberation 
as were compatible ¥rith ultimate decision by a sovereign 
Ecclesia, lived through the successive changes by which 
the constitution was rendered more and more democrat- 
ic. And though it is commonly supposed that popular 
passion in a democracy is peculiarly liable to trample 
on forma when they stand between it and its object, — 
which IB indeed, without question, one of the dangers 
of a democracy, — there is no point in the character of 
the Athenians more remarkable than their respect and 
attachment to the forms of their constitution. In the 
height of their anger against Pericles for not leading 
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them out to defend'their lands and houses from the 
ravages of the Peloponnesiaos, — because he, standing 
on his privilege as a magistrate, abstained from calling 
an assembly, no assembly met. There is indeed but 
one marked instance known to us, in Athenian history, 
of that violation of fprms which was the daily practice 
of most of the oligarchical governments. That one 
was a case of great and just provocation, — the cause 
cSlihrt of the six generals who neglected to save their 
drowning countrymen after the sea-fight of Arginussd ; 
and there was, as Mr. Crrote has shown, no injustice in 
the fiust of their condemnation by the people, though 
there was a blamable violation of the salutary rules 
of criminal procedure established for the protection of 
the innocent. It was in this case that the philosopher 
Socrates, accidentally that month a senator of the pre- 
siding tribe, as firm against the cimum ardor prava 
jubenttum as afterwards against the vulhis instaniis 
tyrannic nngly refiised to join in putting the question 
to the assembly contrary to the laws ; adding one to 
the proofr that the man of greatest intellect at that 
time in Athens was also its most virtuous citizen. 

After Solon (omitting the intervening usurpation of 
Fisistratus), the first great constitutional change was 
the reformation of Qeisthenes; an eminent man, to 
whose .character and historical importance no one before 
Mr. Grote had done justice. The next was that in 
which the immediate mover was Aristides, at the re- 
establishment of the dty after the Persian War, when 
the poorest class of citizens was first admitted to share 
in public employments. The final measures which 
completed the democratic constitution were those of. 
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Pericles ai^d Ephialtes ; more particularly the latter, — 
a statesman of whom, from the mifortonate absence of 
any cotemporary history of the period between the Per* 
sian and Peloponnesian wars except the brief introduo- 
tory sketch of Hucydides, we have to lament that too 
little is known, but of whom the recorded anecdotes 
indicate a man worthy to have been the friend of Peri- 
dee.* Ephialtes perished by assassination ; a victim to 
the rancorous hatred of the oligarchical party. Assas- 
sination afterwards disappears from Athenian public 
life^ until re-introduced on a regular system by the same 
party, to effect the revolution «of the Four Hundred. 
The Athenian Many, of whose democratic irritability 
and suspicion we hear so much, are rather to be ao- 
cused of too easy and good-natured a confidence, when 
we reflect that they had living in the midst of them the 
very men, who, on the first show of an opportunity^ 
were ready to compass the subversion of the democracy 
by the dark deeds of Peisander and Antiphon ; and, 
when they had effected their object, perpetrated all the 
villanies of Critias and his associates. These men 
ought always to be present to the mind, not merely as 
a dark background to the picture of the Athenian Re- 
public, but as an active power in it. Hey were no 
obscure private individuals, but men of rank and for- 
.tune; not only prominent as politidans and public 
speakers, but continually trusted with all the great 
offices of State. Truly Athens was in more danger 
from these men than fit>m the demagogues : they were 
indeed themselves the worst of the demagogues ; de- 
scribed by Phrynichus, their confederate, as for their 

• 8m ptfticnlarijr iEllMi, y. H. zL 9, and zUL as. 
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own purposesy the leaden and instigators of the Demos 
to its most blamable actions, frajpc^f^ «a2 i^wpr^te rCm KwOnf r^ 

These are a few of the topics on which a flood of 
light is let in by Mr. Grrote's History, and from which 
those who have not read it may form some notion of 
the interest which pervades it, especially the part relat- 
ing to the important century between 500 and 400 B.CX 
The searching character of Mr. Orote's historical criti- - 
dsm is not suspiciously confined to matters in which 
his own political opinions may be supposed to be inter- 
ested. Though the statement has the air of an ezag- 
geration,-yet, after much study of Mr. Grote's book, we 
do not hetttate to assert, that there is hardly a fact of 
importance in Grecian history which was perfectly 
understood before his re-examination of it. This will 
not seem incredible to those who are aware how new 
an art that of writing history is ; how very recently it 
is that we possess histories, of events not XM>tempora]y 
with the writer, which, apart from literary merit, have 
any value otherwise than as materials; how utterly 
uncritical, until lately, were all historians, even as to 
the most important facts in history ; and how much, 
even afler critidsm had commenced, the later writers 
merely continued to repeat after the earlier. In our 
own generation, Niebuhr has effected a radical revolu- 
tion in the opinions of all educated persons respecting 
Boman history. Grecian events subsequent to the 
Homeric period are more authentically recorded ; but 
therSy too, a very moderate acquaintance with the evi- 
dence was sufficient to show how superfidally it had 
hitherto been eTamined. 
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That the Sophists, for example, were not the knaves 
and profligates they are so often represented to have 
been, oould be gathered even ffom the statements of the 
hostile witnesses on whose authority thej were eon- 
denmed. The **IVotagoras ** alone, of their great enemy 
Plato, is a sufficient document. But Mr. Orote has 
been the first to point out dearly what the Sophists 
really were. That term was the common designation for 
speculative inquirers generally, and more particularly for 
instructors of youth ; and was applied to Socrates and 
Plato as much as to those whom they confiited. The 
Sophists formed no school, had no common doctrines, 
but speculated in the most conflicting ways on physics 
and metaphysics ; while, with respect to morals, diose 
among them who professed to prepare young men for 
active life taught the current morality of the age in its 
best form. The apologue of the ** Choice of Hercules ** 
was the composition of a Sophist. It is most unjust to 
the Sophists to adopt, as the verdict of history upon 
them, the severe judgment of Plato ; although, from 
Plato's point of view, they deserved it. He judged them 
from the superior elevation of a great moral and social 
reformer : from that height he looked down contemptu* * 
ously enough, not on them alone, but on statesmen, 
orators, artists, — on the whole practical life of the 
period, and all its institutions, popular, oligarchical, or 
despotic ; demanding a reconstitution of society finom its 
foundations, and a complete renovation of the human 
mind. One who had these high aspirations hod natu- 
rally little esteem for men who did not see, cr aspire to 
see, beyond the common ideas of their age ; but, as Mr. 
Orote remarks, to accept his judgment of them would 
VOL. ui. 16 
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be like characterizmg the teachers osd politiciaiis of the 
present time in the words applied to them by Owen or 
Fourier. Even Flato» &r die most part, puts the im- 
moral doctrines ascribed to the Sophists (such as the 
doctrine that might makes right) into the mouthsi not 
of SophistSi but of ambitious active politicians like 
Gallides. The Sophists, in Plato, almost always ex- 
press themselves not only with decorum, but with good 
sense and feeling, on the subject of social duties ; though,, 
by his Socratic dialectics, he always succeeds in puzzling 
tbem, and displaying the confusion of their ideas, or 
rather of the common ideas of mankind, of which they 
are the exponents. 

Again: the Athenian democracy had been so out- 
Tageously, and without measure, misrepresented, that 
whoever had read (as so few have done) Thucydides and 
the orators with decent intelligence and candor could 
easily perceive that the vulgar representation was veiy 
wide of the truth ; just as any one who had read Livy 
could see, and many did see, that the agrarian law was 
not the unjust spoliation that was pretended : but, as it 
required Niebuhr to detect with accuracy what the agra- 
rian law actually was, so no less profound a knowledge 
of Greek literature than that of Mr. (}rote, combined 
with equal powers of reasoning and reflection, would 
have sufficed to make the effective working of the Athe- 
nian Constitution as well known to us as it may now be 
•pronounced to be. The mountain of error which had 
accumulated and hardened over Greek histoiy, the 
removal of which had been meritoriously commenced by 
Dr. Tbirlwall, has not only been shaken off, but the out- 
lines of the real object are now made visible. And so 
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cantioas and sober k Mr. Orote in the estimate of evi* 
denoe, so oonatandj on hia guard againat letting his 
oonduaiona oatnin hia proofii, as to make it a matter of 
wonder 9 that, among so mnoh that isirreparablj lost, his 
researches have enabled him to arrive at so consider- 
able an amount of positive and certifiable result. 

This consdentioas scrupulouRness in m^mfaming the 
demarcation between conjecture and proof is more 
indispensable than any other excellence in a historian, 
and, above aU, in one who sets aside the common notion 
of many of the fiusts which he relates, and replaces it hj 
a version of his own. Without this quality, such an 
innovator on existing beliefs inspires no rdiance, and 
can only at most unsettle historical opinion without 
helping to restore it. Anybody can scrawl over the can* 
vas with the commonplaces of rhetoric or the catchwords 
of party politics ; and many, especially in Germany, 
can paint in a picture from the more or less ingenious 
suggestions of a learned imagination. But Mr. Grote 
commands the oonfidenoe of the reader by his ^K>briety 
in hypothesis $ by never attempting to pass off an infers 
ence as a &ct ; and, when he differs from the common 
opinion, explaining his reasons with the precision and 
minuteness of one who neither desires nor expects ihat 
any thing will be taken upon trust. He has fidt that 
a history of Greece, to be of any value, must be also a 
running conmientaiy on the evidence; and he has 
endeavored to put the reader in a position to judge for 
himself on every disputable point. But the discussions, 
though to a historical taste as interesting as the nanac 
tive, are not carried on at its expense. Wherever the 
&cts, authentically known, aUow a consecutive stream 
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of nairatiTe to be kept up, the story is told in a more 
interesting manner than it has anywhere been told 
before, except in the finest passages of Thucydides. 

We are indeed disposed to assign to this history 
almost as high a rank in narrative as in thought. It is 
open, no doubt, to minute criticism ; and many writers 
are superior to Mr. Ghrote in rapidity, grace, and pictu- 
resqueness of style. But, even in UtteBe respects, there 
is no such deficiency as amounts to a fault ; while in two 
qualities &r more important to the interest, not to say 
the value, of his recitals, he has few equals, and probably 
no superior. The first is, that, at each point in the 
series of events, he makes it his primary object to fill his 
own mind and his reader^s with as correct and complete 
a conception as can be formed of the situation ; so that 
we enter at once into the impressions and feelings of the 
actors, both collective and individual. Niebuhr had 
already, in his **Lectures on Ancient History,'' carried 
his characteristic liveliness of conception into the repre- 
sentation of the leading characters of Ghreek history ; 
depicting them, often, we fear, ¥rith insufficient warrant 
finom evidence, like persons with whom he had long 
lived and been fiuniliar : but for deamess and correct- 
ness in conceiving the surrounding drcumstances, and 
the posture of affidrs at each particular moment, we do 
not think him at all comparable to Mr. Ghx>te. 

One of the benefidal finite of this quality is, that it 
makes the history a philosophic one without apparent 
effort. There is no need of lengthened discussion to 
connect causes with their effects : the causes and effects 
are parts of the same picture, and the causes are seen 
in action before it appears what they are to produce. 
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For example : the reader whose xmnd ia filled with the 
greatnesa attained bj Athena, while her councQa were 
mled bj the commanding intellect and self-restraining 
pradence of Periclest might almost anticipate the com- 
ing disasters, when he finds, in the earlj chapters of the 
seventh volume, into the hands of what advisers Athens 
had already fiJlen. And mark well : these evil advi- 
sers were not the demagogues, but the chiefr of the 
aristocracy, the richest and' most high-born men in 
the republic, — Nidas and Aldbiades. Mr. Grote had 
already shown grounds fi>r believing, that Cleon and 
men of his stamp had been &r too severely dealt with 
by historians ; not that they did not frequently deserve 
censure, but that they were by no means the worst 
misleaders of the Athenian people. The demagogues 
were, as he observes, essentially opposition speakers. 
The conduct of affairs was habitually in the hands of the 
rich and great, who had by far the largest share of per- 
sonal influence, and on whose mismanagement there 
would have been hardly an^ check, but for the dema- 
gogues and their hostile criticism. These opinions 
receive ample confirmation from the course of affairs, 
when, there being no longer any low-bom Qeon or 
Hyperbolus to balance their influence, Nidas and Ald- 
biades had ftdl scope to ruin the commonwealth. The 
contrary vices of these two men, both equally fiital, 
are exemplified in the crowning act of their maladminis- 
tration ; the one having been the prindpal adviser of 
the ill-starred expedition to Syracuse, while the other 
was the main cause of its ruinous fieullure by his intel- 
lectual and moral incapadty. 

Tins genuine realization of the successive situationa 
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also renders ihe namtiYe itself a picture of the Greek 
mind. CSanying on| throaghout, the saooession of 
feelings concairentlj with that of events, the writer 
becomes, as it were, himself a Greek, and takes the 
reader along with him ; and hence, if eveiy discussion 
or dissertation in the book were omitted, it would still 
be wonderfully in advance of any former history in 
making the Greeks intelligible. For example: no, 
modem writer has made the reader enter into the - 
religious feelings of the Greeks as Mr. Grote does. 
Othef historians let it be supposed, that, except in some 
special emergencies, beliefs and feelings relating to the 
unknown world counted for very little among the deter- 
mining causes of events ; and it is a land of accredited 
opinion, that the religion of the ancients sat almost as 
lightly on them as if it had been to them->--*what it is 
in modem literature— a mere poetical ornament. But 
the case was quite otherwise : religion was one of the 
most acdve elements in Gbrecian life, with ain effect, in 
the early rode times, probably on the whole beneficial, 
but growing more and more injurious as civilization 
advanced. Mr. Grote is the first historian who has 
given an adequate impression of the omnipresence of 
this element in Grecian life ; the incessant reference to 
supernatural hopes and fears which pervaded public and 
private transactions, as well as the terrible power with 
which those feelings were capable of acting, and not 
unfrequently did act, on the Hellenic susceptibilities. 
While our admiration is thus increased for the few 
superior minds, who, like Pericles and Epaminondas, 
rose above at least the vulgarer parts of the religion of 
their eoantiy, or, like flato, probaUy rqected it alto- 
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getfaer, we are enabled to aee the explanation of much 
that would otherwise be enigmatical, and to judge the 
Greeks with the same amount of allowance for errora 
produced hj their religion, which, in parallel cases, is 
alwajs conceded to the modems. 

The other eminent quality which distinguishes Mr. 
Orote's narrative is its penrading kOoci the moral inter- 
est, which is so much deeper and more impressive than 
picturesque interest, and exists in portions of the his- 
toiy which afford no materials for the latter. The events 
do not always admit of being vividly dq>icted to the 
mental eye ; and, when they do, the author does not 
always make use of the opportunity : but one thing he 
never fiuls in, — the moral aspect of the events and of 
the persons is never out of sight, and gives the predom* 
inadng character to the recital. We use the word 
^ moral " not solely in the restricted sense of right and 
wrong, but as inclusive of the whole of the sentiments 
connected with the occasion. Along with the clear light 
of the scrutinizing intellect, there is the earnest feeling 
of a sympathizing contemporary. This rich source of 
impressiveness in narration is often wanting in writers 
of the liveliest ianc^, and the most brilliant faculty of 
delineating the mere outside of historical facts. 

Nor is the narrative deficient in the conunoner sources 
of interest. The apt selection and artistic grouping of 
the details of battles and sieges, Mr. Grrote had found 
done to his hand by the consummate narrators whom he 
follows ; and in this respect he could do no better thaa 
simply to reproduce their recital. There is much more 
that belongs peculiarly to himself, in the series of 
remarkable characters whom he exhibits before us, not 
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80 much (generally speaking) in description or analy- 
sis as in action. In the earlier period, the prominent 
characters are Themistocles and Aristides, — Themisto- 
des, the most sagacious, the most far-sighted, the most 
judiciously daring, the craftiest, and unfortunately also 
one of the most unprincipled, of politicians ; who first 
saved, then aggrandized, and at last would have sold, 
his countay : Aristides, the personification of public and 
private integri^, the one only Grecian statesman who~ 
finds grace before the somewhat pedantically rigid tri- 
bunal of the Platonic Socrates. 

The figure which most brightly illuminates the mid- 
dle period of Mr. Grote's History is Pericles, — **the 
Thunderer ; ** ** the Olympian Zeus," as he was called by 
his libellers, the comic dramatists of Athens. Seldom, 
if ever, has there been seen, in a statesman of any age, 
such a combination of great qualities as were united in 
this illustrious man : unrivalled in eloquence ; eminent 
in all the acquirements, talents, and accomplishments 
of his countay ; tlie associate of all those among his 
cotemporaries who were above their age,. either in posi- 
tive knowledge or in freedom from superstition ; though 
an aristocrat by birth and fortune, a thorough democrat 
in principle and conduct, yet never stooping to even the 
pardonable arts of courting popularity, Init acquiring 
and maintaining bis ascendency solely by his command- 
ing qualities ; never flattering his countrymen save on 
what was really admirable in them, and which it was for 
their good to be taught to cherish, but the determined 
enemy of their firalts and follies ; ever ready to peril his 
popularity by giving disagreeable advice, and, when not 
appreciated, rising up against the injustice done him. 
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« with a floornfiil digni^ almost amoimting to defiance. 
Such was Pericles : and that such a man should have 
been practically first minister of Athens during the 
greatest part of a long political life is not so much hoti- 
orable to him as to the imperial people who were willing 
to be so led ; who, though in fits of temporary irritation 
and disappointmenti excusable in the circumstances^ 
they several times withdrew their favor from him, 
always hastened to give it back ; and over whom, while 
he lived, no person of talents and virtues inferior to his 
was able to obtain any mischievous degree of influence. 
It IB impossible to estimate how great a share this one 
man had in making the Athenians what they were* A 
great man had, in the unbounded publid^ of Athenian 
. political life, extraordinaiy fieuulitics for moulding his 
country after his own image ; and seldom has any peo« 
pie, during a whole generation, enjoyed such a course 
of education as forty years of listening to the lofty spirit 
and practical wisdom of Pericles must have been to the 
Athenian Demos. 

As the next in this gallery of historical portraits, we 
quote the character of another, but a fiur inferior, Athe* 
nian statesman; whom Mr. Grrote is, we think, the very 
first to appreciate correctly, and bring before us in the . 
colors and lineaments of life. 

^ Though Nikias, son of Nikeratos, had been for some time 
conspicuous in public life, and is said to have been more than 
once Strategus ,along with Perides, this is the first oocssion on 
which Thacydides introduoes him to our notice. He was now 
one of tlie Strategi, or generals, of the commonwealth ; and 
appears to have enjoyed, on the whole, a greater and more 
constant personal esteem than any citisen of Athens, fiom the 
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preeen t tune down to his death. In wealth and in fiunily, he 
lanked among the first daas of Athenians; in political char- 
acter, Aristotle placed him, together with Tha<^dides, son of 
Mdcsias^ and TherameneSi above all other names in Athenian 
histoiy, — seeminglj even above Perides. Such a criticism 
from Aristotle deserves respectful attention, though the facts 
befiire ns completely belie so loftj an estimate. It marks, 
however, the position occupied bj Nikias in Athenian politics, 
as the principal person of what maj be called the oligarchical 
party, snooeeding Eimon and Thu<7dides, and preceding The-~ 
lamenes. In looking to the conditions under which this partj 
continued to subsist, we shall see, that during the interval 
between Thucjfdides, son of Melesias, and Nikias, the demo- 
^FStical forms had acquired such (Confirmed aacenden<^, that it 
would not have suited the purpose of anj politician to betraj 
evidence of positive hostility to them prior to the Sicilian ex- 
peditioD, and the great embarrassment in the foreign relations ' 
of Athens which arose out of that disaster. After that change, 
the Athenian oligarchs became emboldened and aggressive, so 
that we shall ffaid Theramenes among the chief conspirators in 
the revolution of the Four Hundred ; but Nikias represents 
the oligarchical party in its previous state of quiescence and 
torpidity, accommodating itself to a sovereign democracy, and 
existing in the form of common sentiment rather than of com* 
mon purposes. And it is a remari^able fllustration of the real 
temper <^ the Athenian people, that a man of this character, 
known as an oligarch, but not ftared as such, and d<»ng his 
duty sincerely to the democracy, should have oemained until 
his death the most esteemed and influential man in the city. 
He was a man of a sort of even mediocrity in intellect, in 
edncatioD, and in oratoiys forward in his mflijaiy duties, and 
not only personally courageous in the field, but also competent 
as a gemersl under ordinary circumstances; assiduous in the 
discharge of aU political duties at home, esp|BciaUy in the post 
of 8tratq[us or one of the ten generals of the State, to which 
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be was fiwqnentljr chosen and reduMen. Of themanjTsIiisble 
qualities combined in his predecessor Perides, the recolleo- 
tioo of whom was jet fresh in the Athenian mind, Nikias pos- 
sessed two» on which, most of all, his influence rested; though 
properij speaking, thai influence belongs to the som total of 
his character, and not to anj special attributes in it. First, he 
was thorooghlj incorruptible as to pecuniarj gains,— • a quality 
so rare in Grecian public men (Mf all the cities^ that, when 
a man once became notorious fi>r possessing it, he acquired a 
greater degree of trust than any superiori^r of intellect could 
have bestowed upon him; next, he adopted the Peridean yiew 
as to the necessitj of a conserratiTe w stationary fbfeign pel* 
icy for Athens, and of avmding new acquisitions at a distance, 
adventurous risks, or provocation to fresh enemies. With this 
important point of analogy, there were at the same time ma- 
terial differences between them even in regard to foreign poliqr* 
Perides was a conservative, resdute against submitting to loss 
or abstraction of empire, as well as refraining from aggran- 
diaement Nikias was in ^Ucj faint-hearted, averse to ener^ 
getic effort for any purpose whatever, and disposed not only to 
maintain peace, but even to purchase it by considerable sacri- 
flees. Nevertheless, he was the leading diampicm of the 
conservative par^ of his day, always powerful at Athens ; uid 
as he was constantly fiuniliar with the details and actual course 
of public affiiirs, capable of giving full effect to the cautious 
and prudenUal pdntof view, and enjoying unqualifled credit 
for honest purposes, his value as a permanent counseUor was 
steadily recognized, even though in particular cases his counsel 
might not be followed. 

** Besides these two main points, which Nikias had in com- 
mon with Perides, he was perfect in the use of those minor 
and collateral modes of standing wdl with the people^ which 
that great man had taken little pains to practise. While 
Perides attached himself to Aspasia, whose splendid qualities 
did not redeem in the eyes of the public either her foreign 
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origin or lier anchastity, the domettic habits of Nikias appear 
to have been strictlj conformable to the rales of Athenian 
decorum. Pericles was surrounded bj philosophers, Nikias bj 
prophets, whose adyice was necessajy both as a consolation 
to his temperament, and as a guide to his intelligence under 
difficulties: one of them was constantljin his service and con* 
fidence ; and his conduct appears to have been sensibly affected 
by the difference of character between one prophet and another, 
just as the government of Louis XIV. and other Oatholio^ 
princes has been modified hj the change of confessors. To a* 
life thus rigidly decorous and ultra-religious — both eminently 
acceptable to the Athenians — Nikias added the judicious em- 
plojment of a large fortune with a view to popularity. Those 
liturgies (or expensive public duties undertaken by rich men, 
each in his turn, throughout other cities of Greece as well as 
In Athens) which fell to his lot were performed with such 
splendor, munificence; and good taste, as to procure for him 
nniversal encomiums ; and so much above his predecessors, as 
to be long remembered and extolled. Most of these liturgies 
were connected with the religious service of the State; so that 
Nikias, by his manner of performing them, displayed his zeal 
for the honor of the gods, at the same time that he laid up for 
himself a store of popularity. Moreover, the remarkable cau- 
tion and timidly— not before an enemy, but in reference to 
his own feUow-citiiens — which marked his character rendered 
him pre-eminently scrupulous as to giving offence or making 
personal enemies. While his demeanor towards the poorer 
dtiiens generally was equal and conciliating, the presents 
which he made were numerous, both to gain friends and to 
silence assailants. We are not surprised to hear, that various 
bullies, whom the ccmiic writers turn to scorn, made their 
profit out of this susceptibility) but, most assuredly, Nikias 
as a public man, though he might occasionally be cheated out 
of money, was greatly assisted by the reputation which he 
thus aequired.'' 
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We have the more willingly extracted this paseagey 
because, like many others in these yolmnes, it contuns 
lessons applicable to other times and oircamstances than 
those of Greece ; Nikias being a perfect type of one 
large class of the favorites of public opinion, modem as 
well as ancient. And the view here incidentally pre- 
sented of some points in the character and disposition 
of the Athenian Many, will afford to readers, who only 
know Athens and Grreece through the medium of writers 
like Mitfbrd, some fiunt idea of how much they have to 
unlearn* 

With regard to s^le, in the ordinary sense, what is 
most noticeable in Mr. Orote is, that his style always 
rises with his subject. The more valuable the thought, 
or interesting the incident, the apter and more forcible 
is the expression ; as is generally the case with writers 
who are thinking of their subject rather than of their 
literary reputation. We can conscientiously say of him, 
— what, rightiy understood, is the highest praise, which, 
on the score of mere composition, a writer in the more 
intellectual departments of literature can desire or de- 
serve—that every thing which he has to express, he is 
always able to express adequately and worthily. 
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Thebb 18 a oountij in Europe, equal ta the greatest in 
eactent of dominion» far exceeding any other in wealth,* 
and in the power that wealth bestows, the declared 
principle of whose foreign policy is to let other nations 
alone. No oonntry apprehends or affects to apprehend 
from it any aggressiye designs. Power, from of old, is 
wont to encroach upon the weak, and to quarrel for 
ascendency with those who are as strong as itself. Not 
so this nation. It will hold its own ; it will not submit 
to encroachment : but, if other nations do not meddle 
with it, it will not meddle with them. Any attempt it 
makes to exert influence over them, even by persuasion, 
is rather in the service of others than of ilself , — to 
mediate in the quarrels which break out between foreign 
States, to arrest obstinate civil wars, to reconcile bellige* 
rents, to intercede for mild treatment of the vanquished, 
or, finally, to procure the abandonment of some national 
crime and scandal to humanity, such as the slave-trade. 
Not only does this nation desire no benefit to itself at 
the expense of others: it desires none in which all others 
do not as fireely participate. It makes no treaties stapu^ 
latmg for separate commercial advantages. If the 
aggressions of barbarians force it to a successful war, 
and its victorious arms put it in a position to command 
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liberty of trade, whatever it demands finr itself it de» 
mandfl for all mankind. The oost of the war is its own : 
the fruits it shares in fraternal equality with the whole 
human race. Its own ports and commexce are free as 
the air and the sky : all its neighbors have fidl libertf 
to resort to it, paying either no duties, or, if any, gen- 
erally a mere equivalent for what is paid by its own 
citizens; nor does it concern itself, though they, on 
their part, keep all to themselves, and persist in the 
most jealous and narrow-minded exclusion of its mer- 
chants and goods. 

A nation adopting this policy is a novelty in the 
world; so much so, it would appear, that many are 
unable to believe it when they see it. By one of the 
practical paradoxes which oflen meet us in human affiurs, 
it is this nadon which finds itself, in respect of its for- 
dgn policy, held up to obloquy as the type of egoism 
and selfishness ; as a nation which thinks of nothing 
but of outwitting and outgeneralling its neighbors. 
An enemy, or a self>fancied rival who had been dis- 
tanced in the race, might be conceived to give vent 
to such an accusation in a moment of ill-temper. But 
that it should be accepted by lookers-on, and shonld 
pass into a popular doctrine, is enough to surprise even 
those who have best sounded the depths of human 
prejudice. Such, however, is the estimate of the for- 
eign poHcy of England most widely current on the 
Continents Let us not flatter ourselves that it is merely 
the dishonest pretence of enemies, or of those who have 
their own purposes to serve by exdtmg odium against 
us, —a class including all the Protectionist writers, and 
the mouthpieces of all the despots and of the Papacy. 
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The more blamelesa and laadable our policy might be^ 
the more certainly we might count on its being mis- 
iiepresented and railed at by these worthies. Unfortu- 
nately, the belief is not confined to those whom they can 
influence, but is held with all the tenacity of a preju- 
dice by innumerable persons free from interested bias. 
So strong a hold has it on their minds, that, when an 
Englishman attempts to remove it, all their habitual 
politeness does not enable them to disguise their utter 
unbelief in his disclaimer. They are firmly persuaded 
that no word is said, nor act done, by English states- 
men, in reference to foreign affairs, which has not for 
its motive-principle some peculiarly English interest. 
Any profession of the contrary appears to them too ludi- 
crously transparent an attempt to impose upon them. 
Those most friendly to us think they make a great conces- 
aion'in admitting that the fault may possibly be less with 
the English people than with the English Government 
and aristocracy. We do not even receive credit from 
them for following our own interest with a stnughtforwaid 
recognition of honesty as the best policy. They believe 
that we have always other objects than those we avow ; 
and the most far-fotched and unplausible suggestion of 
a selfish purpose appears to them better entitled to cre- 
dence than any thing so utterly incredible as our disin- 
terestedness. Thus, to give one instance among many, 
when we taxed ourselves twenty millions (a prodigious 
sum in their estimation) to get rid of negro slavery, ' 
and for the same object periUed, as everybody thought, — 
destroyed, as many thought,— - the very existence of our 
West-Indian colonies, it was, and still is, believed, that 
our fine professions were but to delude the world; and 
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that bj this self-mcrificing behavior we were endeavor- 
ing to gain Bome hidden object, which could neither be 
conceived nor described, in the way of pulling down 
other nations. The for who had lost his tail had an 
intelligible interest in persuading his neighbors to rid 
themselves of theirs; but we, it is thought bj our 
neighbors, out off our own magnificent brush, the 
largest and finest of all, in hopes of reaping some inex* 
plicable advantage from inducing others to do the same. 
It is foolish attempting to despise all this, — per- 
suading ourselves that it is not our fault, and that those, 
who disbelieve us would not believe though one should 
rise from the dead. Nations, like individuals, ought to 
suspect some fault in themselves when they find they 
are generally worse thought of than they think they 
deserve ; and they may well know that they are some- 
how in fault, when almost eveiybody but themselves 
thinks them crafty and hypocritical. It is not solely 
because England has been more successful than other 
nations in guning what they are all aiming at, that they 
think she must be following after it with a more cease- 
less and a more undivided chase. This, indeed, is a 
powerful predisposbg cause, inclining and preparing 
them for the belief. It is a natural supposition, that 
those who win the prize have striven for it ; that supe- 
rior success must be the fruit of more unremitting 
endeavor; and where there is an obvious abstinence 
from the ordinary arts employed for distancing competi- 
tors, and they are distanced nevertheless, people are 
fond of believing that the means employed must have 
been arts still more subtle and profound. This pre-* 
conception makes them look out in all quarters for indi* 
vob nu 16 
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cations to prop up the selfish explanation of our conduct. 
If oar ordinary course of action does not fiivor this 
interpretation, they watch for exceptions to our ordinary 
course, and regard these as the real index to the pur^ 
poses within. They, moreover, accept literally all the 
habitual expressions by which we represent ourselyes as 
worse than we are ; expressions often heard firom Eng- 
lish statesmen, next to never fSrom those of any other 
country, — partly because Englishmen, beyond all the 
rest of the human race, are so shy of professing virtues, 
that they will even profess vices instead; and partly 
because almost all English statesmen, while careless to 
a degree which no foreigner can credit respecting the 
impression they produce on foreigners, committhe ob- 
tuse blunder of supposing that low objects are the only 
ones to which the minds of their non-aristocratic fellow- 
countrymen are amenable, and that it is alwajrs expe- 
dient, if not necessary, to place those objects in the 
foremost rank. 

All, therefore, who either speak or act in the name 
of England, are bound by the strongest obligations, 
both of prudence and of duty, to avoid giving either of 
these handles for misconstruction ; to put a severe re- 
stnunt upon the mania of professing to act from meaner 
motives than those by which we are really actuated, and 
to beware of perversely or capriciously singling out 
some particular instance in which to act on a worse 
prindple than that by which we are ordinarily guided. 
Both these salutary cautions our practical statesmen are, 
at the present time, flagrantly disregarding. 

We are now in one of those critical moments, which 
do not occur once in a generation, when the whole turn 
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of Earopean events^ and the ooune of European historf 
for a long time to come, may depend on the oonduct 
and on the estimation of En^^and. At such a moment^ 
it is difficult to saj whether by their sins of speech or 
of action our statesmen are most effectually playing into 
the hands of our enemies, and giving most color of 
justice to injurious misconception of our character and 
policy as a people. 

To take the sins of speech first : What is the sort of 
language held in every oration, which, during the pres- 
ent European crisis, any English minister, or almost any 
considerable public man, addresses to Parliament or to 
his constituents? The eternal repetition of this shabby 
refraifif — ** We did not interfere, because no English 
interest was involved;*' **We ought not to interfere 
where no English interest is concerned.'* En^and is 
thus exhibited as a country whose most distinguished 
men are not ashamed to profess, as politicians, a rule 
of action which no one, not utterly base, could endure 
to be accused of as the maxim by which he guides hia 
private Hfe, — not to move«a finger for others unless he 
sees his private advantage in it. There is much to be 
said for the doctrine, that a nation should be willing to 
assist its neighbors in throwing off oppression and gain- 
ing free institutions. Much also may be said by those 
who maintain that one nation is incompetent to judge 
and act for another, and that each should be left to help 
itself, and seek advantage or submit to disadvantage as 
it can and will. But, of all attitudes which a nation 
can take upon the subject of intervention, the meanest 
and worst is to profess that it .interferes only when it 
can serve its own objects by it. Every other nation is 
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entitled to say, ^ It seems, then, that non-interference 
is not a matter of principle with 70a. When you ab- 
stain from interference, it is not because you think 
it wrong. You have no objection to inferfere, only it 
mustnotbeforthesakeof those you interfere with: they 
must not suppose that you hare any regard for their 
good. The good of others is not one of the things you 
care for ; but you are willing to meddle, if by meddling 
you can gain any thmg for yourselTes.** Suck is the 
obvious inteipretation of the language used. 

There is scarcely any necessity to say, writing to 
EngHshmen, that this is not what our rulers and poli- 
ticians really mean. Their language is not a correct 
exponent of their thoughts. Hiey mean a part only 
of what they seem to say. They do mean to disclaim 
interference for the sake of doing good to foreign , 
nations. They are quite sincere and in earnest in. re- 
pudiating this. But the other half of what their words 
express, a wiUingness to meddle, if by doing so they 
can promote any interest of England, they do not mean. 
The thought they have in their minds is, not the interest 
of England, but her security. What they would 
say is, {hat they are ready to act when England's 
safety is threatened, or any of her interests hostilely or 
unfairly endangered. This is no more than what all 
nations, sufficiently powerful for their own protection, 
do, and no one questions their right to do. It is thq 
common right of self-defence. But, if we mean this,. 
why, in Heaven's name, do we take evexy possible 
opportunity of saying, instead of this, something ex- 
ceedingly different? Not selfJefence, but aggrandize- 
ment, is the sense which foreign listeners put upon our 
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wordB. Not aimplj to protect what we have, and that 
merelj against unfidr artSt not against fiur rivalit79 
but to add to it more and more without limit, is the 
purpose for which for^gners think we daim ^ liberty 
of intermeddling with them and their aflaiis. If our 
actions make it impossible for the nuMt pr^udiced 
observer to beUeve tfiat we aim at or would accept anj 
sort of mercantile monopolies, this has no effect on 
their minds but to make them think that we have chosen 
a more cunning way to the same end. It is a generally 
accredited opinion among Continental politicians, espe- 
cially those who think themselves particularly knowing, 
that the very existence of England depends upon the 
incessant acquiiition of new markets for our manufiiMy 
tures ; that the chase after these is an affiur of life and 
death to us ; and that we are at all times ready to 
trample on every obligation of public or international 
morality, when the alternative would be, pausing for a 
moment in that race. It would be superfluous to point 
out what profound ignorance and nusoonception of all 
the laws of national wealth, and all the facts of Eng- 
land's commercial condition, this opinion presupposes : 
but such ignorance and nusoonception are unhappily 
very general on the Continent ; they are but slowly, if 
perceptibly^ giving way before the advance of reason ; 
and for generations, perhaps, to come, we shall be 
judged under their influence. Is it requiring too much 
from our practical politicians to wish that they would 
sometimes bear these things in mind? Does it answer 
any good purpose to express ourselves as if we did not 
scruple to profess that which we not merely scruple to 
do, but the bare idea of doing which never crosses our 
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minds? Why should we abn^ate the character we 
mi^t with truth kj chiim to, of being incomparably 
the most conscientious of all nations in our national 
acts ? Of all countries which are sufficiently powerful to 
be capable of being dangerous to their ndghbors, we 
are peihaps the only one whom mere scruples of con- 
science would suffice to deter from it. Wo are the only 
people among whom, by no class whatever of societyi is 
the interest or glory of the nation considered to be uy ~ 
sufficient excuse for an unjust act ; the only one which 
r^ards with jealousy and suspicion, and a proneness to 
hostile criticism, precisely Ihose acts of its government 
which in other countries are sure to be hailed with 
applause, — those by which territory has been acquired, 
or political influence extended. Being in reali^ better 
than other nations, in at least the negative part of inter-^ 
national morality, let us cease, by the language we use, 
to give ourselves out as worse. 

But, if we ought to be careful of our language, a thou- 
sand times more obligatory is it' upon us to be careful 
of our deeds, and not suffer ourselves to be betrayed 
by any of our leading men into a line of conduct, on 
some isolated point, utterly opposed to our habitual 
principles of action, — conduct such, that, if it were a 
fair specimen of us, it would verify the calumnies of 
our worst enemies, and justify them in representing 
not only Ihat we have no regard for the good of other^ 
nadons, but that we actually think their good and our 
own incompatible, and will go all lengths to prevent 
others from realizing even an advantage in which we 
ourselves are to share. This pernicious, and, one 
can scarcely help calling it, almost insane blunder. 
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we seem to be oommittmg on the subject of the Suez 
Canal. 

It is the uniyenal belief in France, that Engliah 
influence at Qonstantinople, strenuoualj exerted to de- 
feat this project, is the real and only invincible obatade 
to its being carried into effect. And unhappily the 
public declarations of our present Pk'ime Minister not 
only bear out this persuasion, but warrant the assertion, 
that we oppose the work, because, in the opinion of our 
government, it would be injurious to the interest of 
England. J£ such be the course we are pursuing, and 
such the motive of it, and if nations have duties, even 
negatives ones, towards the weal of the human race, it 
is hard to say whether the folly or the immorality of 
our conduct is the most painfully conspicuous. 

Here is a project, the practicability of which is indeed 
a matter in dispute, but of which no one has attempted 
to deny, that, supposing it realized, it would give a 
facility to commerce, and consequently a stimulus to 
production, an encouragement to intercourse, and there- 
fore to civilization, which would entitle it to a high rank 
among the great industrial improvements of modem 
times. The contriving of new means of abridging 
labor and economizing outlay in the operations of in* 
dustry is the object to which the larger half of all Uie 
mventive ingenui^ of mankind is at present given up ; 
and this scheme, if realized, will save, on one of the 
great highways of the world's traffic, the circumnaviga- 
tion of a continent. An easy access of commerce is 
the main source of that material civilization, which, in 
the more backward regions of the earth, is the necessary 
condition and indispensable machinery of the moral ; 
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and this scheme reduces pracdcallj, by one half, the dis- 
tance, ooinmerciallj speaking, between the self-improv- 
ing nations of the world and. the most important and 
valuable of the unimproving. The Atlantic Telegraph 
is esteemed an enterprise of world-wide importance, 
because it abridges the transit of mercantile intelligence 
merelj. What the Suez Canal would shorten is the 
transport of the goods themselves, and this to such an 
extent as probably to augment it manifold. 

Let us suppose, then, — for, in the present day, the 
hypothesis is too un-English to be spoken of as any 
thing more than a supposition, — let us suppose that 
the English nation saw in this great benefit to the civil- 
ized and uncivilized world a danger or damage to some 
peculiar interest of England. Suppose, for example, 
that it feared, by shortening the road, to facilitate the 
access of foreign navies to its Oriental possessions. 
The supposition imputes no ordinary degree of cow- 
ardice and imbecility to the national mind ; otherwise it 
could not but reflect, that the same thing which would 
facilitate the arrival of an enemy would facilitate also 
that of succor ; that we have had French fleets in the 
Eastern seas before now, and have fought naval battles 
with them there nearly a century ago ; that, if we ever 
become unable to defend India against them, we shall 
assuredly have them there, without the aid of any canal ; 
and that our power of resisting an enemy does not 
depend upon putting a little more or less of obstacle in 
the way of his coming, but upon the amount of force 
which we are able to oppose to him when come. Let us 
assume, however, that the success of the project would 
do more harm to England in some separate capaci^. 
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than the good which, as the chief commercial nation , 
she would reap from the great increase of commercial 
intercourse. Let us grant this ; and I now ask, What 
then? Is there any morality, Christian or secular, 
which bears out a nation in keeping all the rest of man- 
kind out of some great advantage, because the conse- 
quences of their obtaining it may be to itself, in some 
imaginable contingenqr, a cause of inconvenience? Is 
a nation at liberty to adopt as a practical maxim, that 
what is good for the human race is bad for itself, and 
to withstand it accordingly? What is this but to 
declare that its interest and that of mankind are incom- 
patible ; that, thus fiur at least, it is the enemy of the 
human race? And what ground has it of complaint, if, 
in return, the human race determine to be itt enemies? 
. So wicked a principle, avowed and acted on by a nation, 
would entitle the rest of the world to unite in a league 
against it, and never to make peace until they had, if 
not reduced it to insignificance, at least sufficiently 
broken its power to disable it from ever again placing 
its own self-interest before the general prosperi^ of 
mankind. 

There is no such base feeling in the British people. 
They are accustomed to see their advantage in forward- 
ing, not in keeping back, the growth in wealth and 
civOization of the world. The opposition to the Suez 
Canal has never been a national opposition. With their 
usiud indifference to foreign affairs, the public in general 
have not thought about it, but have left it, as (unless 
when particularly excited) they leave all the manage- 
ment of their foreign policy, to those who, from causes 
and reasons connected only with internal politics, hap- 
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to Others, and the aoheme, though a losing one to those 
who fint undertook it, should, in the same or in other 
hands, realise the full expected amount of ultimate 
benefit to the world at large, it would not be the first 
nor the hundredth time that an unprofitable enterprise 
has had this for its final result- 
There seems to be no little need that the whole doc- 
trine of non-interference with foreign nations should be 
reconsidered, if it can be said to haye as yet been con- 
sidered as a really moral question at all. We have 
heard something lately about being willing to go to war 
for an idea. To go to war for an idea, if the war is 
aggre6siye,.not defensive, is as criminal as to go to war 
for territory or revenue ; for it is as little justifiable to 
fi>rce our ideas on other people as to compel them 
to submit to our will in any other respect. But there 
assuredly are cases in which it is allowable to go to 
war, without having been ourselves attacked, or threat- 
ened with attack ; and it is very important that nations 
should make up their minds in time as to what these 
cases are. There are few questions which more require 
to be taken in hand by ethical and political philosophers, 
with a view to establish some rule or. criterion whereby 

, the justifiableness of intervening in the afiiurs of other 
countries, and (what is sometimes fully as questionable) 
the justifiableness of refraining from intervention, may 
be brought to a definite and rational test. Whoever 

. attempts this will be led to recognize more than one 
fundamental distinction, not yet by any means lamiliar 
to the public mind, and, in general, quite lost right of by 
those who write in stnJns of indignant morality on tbe 
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mibject. There is a great difference (for example) 
between the case in which the nations concerned are of 
the same, or something like the same, degree of civili- 
zation, and that in which one of the parties to the situa- 
tion is of a high, and the other of a yery low, grade 
of social improvement. To suppose that the same 
international customs, and the same rules of interna- 
tional morality, can obtain between one civilized nation 
and another, and between civilized nations and barba-' 
rians, is a grave error, and one which no statesman can 
fall into, however it maj be with those, who, from a 
safe and unresponsible position, oritidse statesmen. 
Among many reasons whj the same rules cannot be 
applicable to situations so different, the two following 
are among the most important. In the first place, the 
rules of ordinary international morality imply reciprp- 
dty. But barbarians will not reciprocate. They can- 
not be depended on for observing' any rules. Their 
minds are not capable of so great an effort, nor their 
will sufficiently under the influence of distant motives. 
In the next place, nations which are still barbarous 
have not got beyond the period during which it is likely 
to be for their benefit that they should be conquered and 
held in subjection by foreigners. Independence and 
nationality, so essential to the due growth and develop- 
ment of a people further advanced in improvement, are 
generally impediments to theirs. The sacred duties 
which dvQized nations owe to the independence and 
nationality of each other are not binding towards those 
to whom nationality and independence are either a cer- 
tain evfl, or, at best, a questionable good. The Romans 
were not the most clean-handed of conquerors; yet 
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would it luiT6 been better for Gaul and Spain, Nu- 
midia and Daoia, never to haye formed part of the 
Roman Empire? To characterize any conduct what> 
ever towards a barbarous people as a vioktion of the 
law of nations, only shows that he who so speaks has 
never considered the subject. A violation of great 
principles of morality it may easily be ; but barbarians 
have no rights as a naiionf ezc^t a right to such treat- 
ment as may, at the earliest possible period, fit them 
for becoming one. The only moral laws for the rela- 
tion between a civilised and a barbarous government 
are the universal rules of morally between man and 
man. 

The critidsms, therefore, which are so often made 
upon the conduct of the French in Algeria, or of the 
EngUsh in India, proceed, it would seem, mostly on a 
wrong principle. The true standard by which to judge 
their proceedings never having been laid down, they 
escape such comment and censure as might really have 
an improving effect ; while they are tried by a standard 
which can have no influence on those practically engaged 
in such transactions, knowing as they do that it cannot, 
and, if it could, ought not to be observed, because no 
human being would be the better, and many much the 
worse, for its observance. A civilized government can- 
not help having barbarous neighbors : when it has, it 
cannot always content itself with a defensive position,-* 
one of mere resistance to aggression. After a longer 
or shorter interval of forbearance, it either finds itself 
obliged to conquer them, or to assert so much authority 
over them, and so break their spirit, that they gradually 
sink into a state of dependence upon itself; and, when 
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that time arriyes, they are indeed no longer formidable 
to it, but it has had bo much to do with setting up and 
pulling down their governments, and thej have grown 
so accustomed to lean on it, that it has become morallj 
responsible for all evil it allows them to do. This is 
the lustoiy of the relations of the British Government 
with the native States of India. It never was secure in 
its own Indian possessions until it had reduced the mili- 
tary power of those States to a nullity. But a despotic * 
government only exists by its military power. When 
we had taken away theirs, we were forced, by the neces- 
sity of the case, to offer them ours instead of it. To 
enable them to dispense with large armies of their own, 
we bound ourselves to place at their disposal, and they 
bound themselves to receive, sudi an amount of military 
force as made us, in fact, masters of the county. We 
engaged that this force should fulfil the purposes of a 
force, by defending the prince against all foreign and 
internal enemies. But being thus assured of the pro- 
tection of a civilized power, and freed from the fear of 
internal rebellion or foreign conquest, — the only checks 
which either restrain the passions or keep any vigor in 
the character of an Asiatic despot, — the native goven^ 
ments either became so oppressive and extortionate as 
to desolate the county, or fell into such a state of nerve- 
less imbedli^, that eveiy one subject to their will, who 
had not the means of defending himself by his own 
armed followers, was the prey of anybody who had a 
band of ruffians in his pay. The British Government 
felt this deplorable state of things to be its own work ; 
bemg the direct consequence of the position in which, 
for its own secori^, it had placed itself towards the 
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native gOTenimentB. Had it permitted tlua to go on 
indefiniteljy it would have deserved to be aooounted 
among the worst political malefactors. In some cases 
(unhappQj not in all), it had endeavored to take pre- 
caution against these mischieft bj a special article in 
the treaty, binding the prince to reform his admimstra- 
tion, and in future to govern in conformi^to the advioe 
of the British Government. Among ibe treaties in 
whidi a provision of this sort had been inserted was 
that with Oude. For fiftjr years and more did the 
British Government allow this engagement to be treated 
with entire disregard,— not without frequent remon* 
strances, and occasionally threats, but without ever car- 
rying into effect what it threatened. During this period 
of half a century, England was morally accountable 
for a mixture of tyranny and anarchy, the picture of 
which, by men who knew it well, is appalling to all 
who read it. The act by which the Government of 
Bridsh India at last set aside treaties which had been so 
pertinaciously violated, and assumed the power of ful- 
filling the obligation it had so long before incurred, of 
giving to the people of Oude a tolerable government, 
for from being the political crime it is so often igno- 
rantly called, was a criminally tardy discharge of an 
imperative du^. And the fact, that nothmg which had 
been done in all this century by the East-India Conw 
pan/s Government made it so unpopular in England, 
is one of the most striking instances of what was noticed 
in a former part of this article, — the predisposition of 
English public opinion to look un&voraUy upon every 
act by which. territory or revenues are acquired from 
foreign States, and to take part with any government. 
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however imworthj, which can make out the merest 
aemblanoe of a case of iiyustice against our own 
country. 

But among civilized peoples, members of an equal 
community of nations, like Christian Europe, the ques- 
tion assumes another aspect, and must be decided on 
totally difierent principles. It would be an afiront to 
the reader to discuss the immorali^ of wars of con- 
quest, or of conquest even as the consequence of lawful 
war; the annexation of any dvilized people to the 
dominion of another, unless by their own spontaneous 
election. Up to this point, there is no difference of 
opinion among honest people ; nor on the wickedness 
of commencing an aggressive war for any interest of 
our own, except when necessary to avert from oursdves 
an obviously impending wrong. The disputed question 
is that of interfering in the regulation of another coun- 
try's internal concerns, — the question whether a nation 
is justified in taking part, on either side, in the civil 
wars or partjr contests of another ; and, chiefly, whether 
it may justifiably aid the people of another country in 
struggling for liberty ; or may impose on a country any 
particular government or institutions, dther as being 
best for the country itself, or as necessary for the secu- 
ri^ of its neighbors. 

Of these cases, that of a people in arms for liberty is 
the only one of any nicety, or which, theoretically at 
least, is likely to present conflicting moral considerar 
tions. The other cases which have been mentioned 
hardly admit of discussion. Assistance to the govern- 
ment of a country in keeping down the people, unhap- 
pily by fitf the most firequent case of foreign intervention, 
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no one writing in a finee oountiy needs take the trouble 
of stigmatising. A government which needs foreign 
support to enforce obedience from its own citizens is 
one which ought not to exist ; and the assistance given 
to it hy foreigners is hardly ever any thing but the sym- 
pathy of one despotism with another. A case requiring 
consideration is that of a protracted dvil war, in which 
the contending parties are so equally balanced, that there 
is no probability of a speedy issue ; or, if there is, the 
victorious side cannot hope to keep down the vanquished 
but by severities repugnant to humanity, and iiyurious 
to the permanent welfSune of the country. In this excep- 
tional case it seems now to be an admitted doctrine, that 
the neighboring nations, or one powerful neighbor with 
the acquiescence of the rest, are warranted in demand- 
ing that the contest shall cease, and a reconciliation take 
place on equitable terms of compromise. Intervention 
of this description has been repeatedly practised during 
the present generation, with such general approval, that 
its legitimacy may be considered to have passed into a 
maxim of what is called international law. The inter- 
ference of the European Powers between Oreeoe and 
Turkey, and between Turkey and Egypt, were cases in 
point. That between Holland and Belgium was still 
more so. The intervention of England in Portugal a 
few years ago, which is probaUy less remembered than 
the others, because it took effect without the employment 
of actual force, belongs to the same category. At die 
time, this interposition had the appearance of a bad and 
dishonest backing of the government against the people, 
being so timed as to hit the exact moment when the pop- 
ular parfy had obtained a marked advantage, and seemed 
VOL. ni. 17 
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on the ere of overthrowing the government, or redu* 
cing it to terms. But, if ever a political act which 
looked ill in the commencement could be justified bj 
the event, this was : for, as the fact turned out, instead 
of giving ascendency to a party, it proved a really heal- 
ing measure ; and the chiefs of the so-called rebellion 
were, within a few years, the honored and successful 
ministers of the throne against which they had so lately 
fought. 

With respect to ihe question, whether one country is 
justified in helping the people of another in a struggle 
against their government for firee institutions, the answer 
will be different according as the yoke which the people 
are attempting to throw off is that of a purely native 
government, or of foreigners; considering as one of 
foreigners every government which maintains itself by 
foreign support. When the contest is only with native 
rulers, and with such native strength as those rulers can 
enlist in their defence, the answer I should give to the 
question of the legitimaqr of intervention is, as a gen- 
eral rule. No. The reason is, that there can seldom be 
any thing approaching to assurance, that intervention, 
.even if successful, would be for the good of the people 
themselves. The only test possessing any real value, 
of a people's having become fit for popular institutions, 
is, that they, or a sufficient portion of them to prevail in 
the contest, are willing to brave labor and danger for 
their liberation. I know all that may be said. I know 
it may be urged, that the virtues of freemen cannot be 
learnt in the schoolof slavery ; and that, if a people are 
not fit for freedom, to have any chance of becoming so 
f bey must first be free. And this would be conclusive, 
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if the inteirention reoommended would really give them 
freedom. But the evil is, that, if thej have not suffi- 
cient love of liberty to be able to wrest it from merely 
domestic oppressors, the liberty which is bestowed on 
them by other hands than their own will have nothing 
real, nothing permanent. No people ever was and 
remained free, but because it was determined to be so ; 
because neither its rulers nor any other party in the nation 
could compel it to be otherwise. K a people — esp^ 
cially one whose freedom has not yet become prescrip- 
tive — does not value . it sufficiently to fight for it, and 
maintain it against any force which can be mustered 
unthin the country, even by those who have the com- 
mand of the public revenue, it is only a questicm in 
how few years or months that people will be enslaved. 
Either the government which it has given to itself, or 
some military leader or knot of conspirators who con- 
trive to subvert the government, will speedily put an 
end to all popular institutions ; unless, indeed, it suits 
their convenience better to leave them standing, and be 
content with reducing them to mere forms : for, unless 
the spirit of liberty is strong in a people, those who 
have the executive in their hands easily work any insti- 
tutions to the purposes of despotism. There is no sure 
guaranty against this deplorable issue, even in a coun- 
try which has achieved its own freedom ; as may be 
seen in the present day by striking examples both in the 
Old and New Worlds : but, when freedom has been 
achieved for them, they have little prospect indeed of 
escaping this fate. When a people has had £he mis- 
fortune to be ruled by a government under which the 
fedings and the virtues needftd for maintaining freedom 
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could not develop themselves, it is during an arduous 
struggle to become free by their own efforts that these 
feelings and virtues have the best chance of springing 
up. Men become attached to that which they have 
long fought for, and made sacrifices for ; they learn to 
appreciate that on which their thoughts have been much 
engaged ; and a contest in which many have been called 
on to devote themselves for their country is a school 
in whidi they learn to value their countiy's interest 
above their own. 

It can seldom, therefore, — I will not go so far as to 
say never,-:- be either judicious or right, in a country 
which has a free government, to assist, otherwise than 
by the moral support of its opinion, the endeavors of 
another to extort the same blessing from its native 
rulers. We must except, of course, any case in which 
such assistance is a measure of legitimate self-defence. ^ 
If (a contingency by no means unlikely to occur) this 
country, on account of its freedom, which is a standing 
reproach to despotism everywhere, and an encourage- 
ment to throw it off, should find itself menaced with 
attack by a coalition of Continental despots, it ought to 
consider the popular party in every nation of the Con- 
tinent as its natural ally : the Liberals should be to it 
what the Protestants of Europe were to the Oovem- 
ment of Queen Elizabeth. So, again, when a nation, 
in her own defence, has gone to war with a despot, and 
has had the rare good fortune, not only to succeed in her 
resistance, but to hold the conditions of peace in her own 
hands, she is entitied to say that she will make no treaty, 
unless with some other ruler than the one whose exist- 
ence as such may be a perpetual menace to her safety 
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And freedom. These exceptions do but set in a clears 
light the reasons of the rule ; because they do not de- 
pend on any failure of those reasons, but on considera- 
tions paramount to them^ and coming under a difierent 
principle. 

But the case of a people struggling against a for- 
eign yoke, or agunst a native tyranny upheld by foreign 
arms, illustrates the reasons for non-intervention in aa 
opposite way; for, in this case, the reasons themselvee do 
not exist. A people the most attached to freedom, the 
most capable of defending and of making a good use of 
free institutions, may be unable to contend successfully 
for them agiunst the military strength of another nation 
much more powerful. To assist a people thus kept 
down is not to disturb the balance of fbrces on which 
the permanent maintenance of freedom in a country 
depends, but to redress that balance when it is already 
unfairly and violently disturbed. The doctrine of non- 
intervention, to be a legitimate principle of morality, 
must be accepted by all governments. The despots 
must consent to be bound by it as well as the free States* 
Unless they do, the profession of it by free countries 
comes but to this miserable issue, — that the wrong 
side may help the wrong, but the right must not help 
the right. Intervention to enforce non-intervention is 
always rightful, always moral, if not always prudent. 
Though it be a mistake to ffive freedom to a people who 
do not value the boon, it cannot but be right to insist, 
that, if they do value it, they shall not be hindered from 
the pursuit* of it by foreign coercion. It might not 
have .been right for England (even apart from the ques* 
tion of prudence) to have taken part with Hungary in 
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its noble straggle against Austria, although the Aus- 
trian Grovemment in Hungary was in some sense a 
foreign yoke. But when, the Hungarians having shown 
themselTes likely to prevail in this straggle, the Russian 
despot interposed, and, joining his force to that of 
Austria, delivered back the Hungarians, bound hand 
and foot, to their exasperated oppressors, it would have 
been an honorable and virtuous act on the part of Eng- 
land to have dedared that this should not \e ; and that, 
if Russia gave assistanoe to the wrong side, England 
would aid the right. It might not have been consistent 
with the regard which every nation is bound to pay to 
its own safety for England to have taken up this posi- 
tion single-handed. But England and France together 
could have done it : and, if they had, the Russian armed 
intervention would never have taken place, or would 
have been disastrous to Russia alone; while all that 
those powers gained by not doing it was that they had 
to fight Russia five years afterwards, under more diffi- 
cult dreumstances, and without Hungary for an ally. 
The first nation, which, being powerful enough to make 
its voice effectual, has the spirit and courage to say that 
not a gun shall be fired in Europe by the soldiers of 
one power against the revolted subjects of another, 
wiU be the idol of the friends of freedom throughout 
Europe. ' That declaration alone will insure the almost 
immediate emancipation of every people which desires 
liberty sufficiently to be capable of maintaining it ; and 
the nation which gives the word will soon find itself at 
the head of an alliance of free peoples, so strong as to 
defy the efforts of any number of confederated despots 
to bring it down. The prize is too glorious not to 
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be matched sooner or later bj some free country ; and 
the time maj not be dktant, when England, if ahe 
does not take this heroic part because of its heroism, 
will be compelled to take it from consideration for her 
own safety. 
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THE SLAVE POWER.* 



This volume has a twofold daim to attention, — on the 
> author^s account, and on its own. Mr. Caimes, one of 
the ablest of the distinguiahod men who have j;iTen lustre 
to the much-calunuiiated Irish coUeges, as well as to 
the chair of Political Economy, which Ireland owes to 
the enlightened public spirit of Archbishop Whately, is 
known to the thinking part of the public as the contribu- 
tor to English periodicals of the clearest and most con- 
clusive discussions which have jet appeared on some 
of the most disputed and difficult economical questions of 
the dme. He has now, in a work of larger dimensions, 
given the result of the study, which, both as a first-rate 
political economist, and in the higher character of a 
moral and political philosopher, he has devoted to the 
American contest. A work more needed, or one better 
adapted to the need, could scaroelj have been produced 
at the present time. It contains teore than enough to 
give a new turn to English feeling on the subject, 
if those who guide and sway public opinion were ever 
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likelj to reoonsider a question on which they have 00 
deeply committed themselves. To all who are still open' 
to conviction, it is an invaluable exposition both of the 
principles and the facts of the case. The last is as 
much required as the first ; for the strange partiality of . 
the nation which most abhors negro slavery to those 
who are urging an internecine war solely for its propa^ 
gation could not have existed for a moment, had .there 
not been, not merely a complete misunderstanding of 
principles, but an utter ignorance of facts. 

We believe that we shall, on the present occasion, do 
a better service to truth and right by helping to extend 
the knowledge of the contents of Mr. CBimes*s treatise 
than by any comments of our own. Mr. Caimes opens 
up the question in so lucid and natural an order, and so 
exhausts it in all its more important aspects, that a 
mere condensation of his book would be the most power- 
ful argumentative discourse on the subject which could 
well be given in the narrow compass of an article. Not 
that, as is the case with lax and diffuse writers, his 
argument gains by condensation : on the contrary, it 
loses greatly. In Mr. Caimes's book there is nothing 
■ verbose, nothing superfluous ; the effect is nowhere weak* 
ened by expansion, nor the impression of the whole 
frittered away by undue expatiating on parts : the work 
is artistic as well as scientific, observing due proportion ; 
dwelling long enough, and not too long, on each por- 
tion of the subject, and passing to a new point exactly 
when the mind is prepared for it, by having completely 
appropriated those preceding. An attempt to convey 
the substance of such a composition in an abridged 
form may give 'some idea of the skeleton, but none of 
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the nerve and muscle : the greatest merit which it could 
have would be that of stimulatbg the reader to have 
recourse to Mr. Caimes's own pages. 

After sweeping awaj the idle notion, which never 
could have been entertained by anj one conversant with 
even the surface of American histoij, that the quarrel 
is about tarifb, or anj thing whatever except slavery, 
Mr. Csimes proceeds to the main thesis of his book ; 
viz., that the Slave Power, whose character and aims 
are the cause of the American contest, is **the most 
formidable antagonist to civilized progress which has 
appeared for numj centuries, representing a system of 
aodetgr at once retrograde and aggressive, — a system, 
which, containing within it no germs from which im- 
provement can spring, gravitates inevitably towards 
barbarism, while it is impelled by exigencies inherent in 
its position and circumstances to a constant extension 
of its territorial domain.** This is what a man of distin- 
guished ability, who has deeply considered the subject, 
thinks of the new power, which England, by the moral 
influence of its opinion and sympathies, is helping to 
raise up. ^'The vastness," he continues, **of the inter- 
ests at stake in the American contest, regarded under 
this aspect, appears to me to be very inadequately con- 
ceived in this country ; and the purpose of the present 
work is to bring forward this view of the case more 
prominently than has yet been done.** 

Accordingly, in the first place, Mr. Caimes expounds 
the economic necessities under which the Slave Power 
is placed by its fundamental institution. Slavery, as 
an industrial system, is not capable of beiiig everywhere 
profitable. It requires peculiar conditions. Originally 
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a oommon feature of all the Aiiglo-Saxon settlements in 
America, it took root and became permanent only in the 
southern portion of them. What is the explanation of 
this fact? Several causes have been assigned. One is, 
diversity of character in the original founders of those 
communities; New England having been principally 
colonized bj the middle and poorer classes, Yirginia and 
Carolina by the higher. The fact was so : but it goes a 
very little way towards the explanation of the phenom- 
enon, since ^it is certain the New-Englanders were 
not withheld from employing slaves by moral scruples ; " 
and, if slave labor had been found suitable for the re- 
quirements of the countiy, they would, without doubt, 
have adopted it in fiict, as they actually did in principle. 
Another common explanation of tlie different fortune 
of slavery in the Northern and in the Southern States 
is, that the Southern climate is not adapted to white 
laborers, and that negroes will not work without slavery. 
The latter half of this statement is opposed to fitct. 
Negroes are willing to work wherever they have the 
natural inducements to it, inducements equally indispen* 
sable to the white race. The climate theory is inappli* 
cable to the Border Slave States, — Eentudrjr, Virginia, 
and others, — whose climate **is remarkably genial, and 
perfectly suited to the industry of Europeans." Even 
in the Gulf States, the alleged fact is only true, as it is 
in all other parts of the world, of particular locali- 
ties. The Southern States, it is observed by M. de 
Tocqueville, ** are not hotter than the south of Italy and 
Spain.* In Texas itself, there is a flourishing colony 
of free Grermans, who' cany on all the occupations of 
the country, growth of cotton included, by white labor ; 
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and ** nearly all the heavy ont-door work in the city of 
New Orleans is performed by whites.** 

What the success or failure of slavery as an indus- 
trial system depends on is the adaptation of the pro- 
ductive industiy of the country to the qualities and 
defects of slave labor. There are kinds of cultivation, 
which, even in tropical regions, cannot advantageously 
be carried on by slaves : there are others, in which, as a 
mere matter of profit, slave labor has the advantage 
over the only kind of firee labor, which, as a matter 
of fact, comes into competition with it, — the labor of 
peasant proprietors. 

The economic advantage of slave labor is, that it 
admits of complete organization : **it may be combined 
on an extensive scale, and directed by a controlling 
mind to a single end." Its defects are, that it is given 
reluctantly ; it is unskilful ; it is wanting in versatility. 
Being given reluctantly, it can only be depended on as 
long as the slave is watched ; but the cost of watching 
is too great if the workmen are dispersed over a widely 
extended area : their concentration, or, in other words, 
the emplojrment of many workmen at the same time 
and place, is a condition sine qud nan of slavery as an 
industrial system ; while, to enable it to compete suc- 
cessfully with the intense industry and thrift of work- 
men who enjoy the entire fruits of their own labor, this 
concentration and combination of labor must be not 
merely possible, but also economically preferable. The 
second disadvantage of slave labor is that it is unskQ- 
ful ; ^not only because the slave, having no interest in 
his work, has no inducement to exert his higher facul- 
ties, but because, fiom the ignorance to which he is 
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of neoeuity oondemned, he is incapable of doing so.** 
This diaqualification reetricts the profitableness of daveiy 
to the case of purely unskilled labor. ** The slave is 
unsuited for all branches of industry which require the 
slightest care, forethought, or dexterity. He cannot 
be made to co-operate with machineiy ; he can only be 
trusted with the commonest implements; he is incapable 
of all but the rudest labor.'' The third defect of slave 
labor is but a form of the second, — its want of versa- 
tili^. ** The difficulty of teaching the slave any thing 
is so great, that the only chance of turning his labor to 
profit, is, when he has once learned a lesson, to keep 
him to that lesson for lifo. Where slaves, therefore, 
are employed, there can be no variety of production. 
If tobacco be cultivated, tobacco becomes the sole sta- 
ple, and tobacco is produced, whatever be the state of 
the market, and whatever be the condition of the sofl." 
All this, not as matter of theory merely, but of actual 
daily experience in the Southern States, -is superabun- 
dantly proved, as Mr. Qumes shows, by Southern 
testimony. 

It follows, first, that slave labor is unsuited for manu- 
fiMStures, and can only, in competition with free labor, 
be profitably carried on in a community exclusively 
agricultural. Secondly, that, even among agricultural 
employments, it is unsuited to those in which the labor- 
ers are, or without great economical disadvantage can 
be, dispersed over a wide surface; among which are 
nearly all kinds of cereal cultivation, including the two 
great staples of the Free States, — maize and wheat. 
** A single laborer can cultivate twenty acres of wheat 
or Indian com, while he cannot manage more than two 
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of tobacco, or three of cotton.'' Tobacco and cotton 
admit, therefore, the possibility of working large num- 
bers within a limited space ; and, as thej also benefit in 
a fiur greater degree than wheat or maize by combina- 
tion and classification of labor, the characteristic advan- 
tage of slave labor is at the highest, while its greatest 
drawback, the high cost of superintendence, is reduced 
to the minimum. It is to these lands of cultivation, 
together with sugar and rice, that, in America', slave 
labor is practicallj confined. Wherever, even in the 
Southern States, **the external conditions are especially 
finvorable to cereal crops, as in parts of Virginia, 
Kentucky, and AGssouri, and along the slopes of the 
AUeghanies, there slavery has always failed to maintain 
itself.*' 

But a kind of cultivation suitable to it is not the only 
condition which the slave system requires in order to be 
economically profitable. It demands, in addition, an 
unlimited extent of highly fertOe land. This arises 
from the other two infirmities of slave labor, — its un- 
skilfulness, and its want of versatility. This point being 
of the very highest importance, and the foundation of 
the author's main argument, we give the statement of it 
in his own words : — 

** When the soils are not of good quality, cultivation needs 
to be elaborate; a larger capital is ezpendedi and, with the 
increase of ci4pital, the processes become more varied, and the 
agriooltural implements of a finer and more delicate constmc- 
tion. With sach implements slaves' cannot be trusted, and 
for soch processes they are anfit It is only, therefore, where 
the natnnd fertility of the soil is so great as to compensate for 
the inferiority of the eoltivation, where nature does so mnch 
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OS to leave little for art, and to rapenede the necessity of the 
more difficolt contrivances of industiy, that slave labor can 
be turned to profitable aoooont 

** Farther: slavery, as a permanent system, has need not 
merely of a fertile soil, but of a practicftlly nnlimited extent 
of it This arises from the defect of slave labor in pcMnt of 
versatility. As has been already remariced, the difficulty 
of teaching the slave any thing is so great,*- the result of the 
compulsory ignorance in which he is kept, combined with 
want of intelligent interest in his work, ^ that the only 
chance of rendering his labor profitable, is, when he has onoe 
learned a lesson, to keep him to that lesson for life. Accord- 
ingly, where agricultund operations are carried on by slaves, 
the business of each gang is always restricted to the raising 
of a single product Whatever crop be best suited to the 
character of the soil and the natunf of slave industry, whether 
cotton, tobacco, sugar, or rice, that crop is cultivated, and that 
crop only. Rotatioi^ of crops is thus precluded by the con- 
ditions of the case. The soil is tasked again and again to 
yield the same product, and the inevitable result foUows. 
After a short series of years, its fertility is completely ex- 
hausted ; the planter abandons the ground which he has ren- 
dered worthless, and passes on to seek in new soils for that 
fertility under which alone the agencies at his disposal can be 
profitably employed.''^pp. 58-56. 

Accordingly, the ruin, and in many cases the aban- 
donment to nature, of what were once the most pro- 
ductive portions of the older Slavo States, are facts 
palpable to the eye, admitted and loudly proclaimed hj 
slaveholders. And hence that pressing denumd for the 
perpetual extension of the area of slavery, that never- 
ceasing tendenoy westward, and unceasing struggle for 
the opening of fresh regions to slave-owners and their 
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human propert7» which has grown with the growth t>f 
the cotton cultivation, and strengthened with its strength ; 
which produced the seizure of Texas, the war with 
Mexico, the buccaneering expeditions to Central Amer- 
ica, and the sanguinary contest for Kansas ; which has 
been the one determining principle of Southern politics 
for the last quarter of a century ; and because at last, 
though tardily, resisted by the North, has decided the 
Cotton States to break up the Union. 

Such being the economic conditions of a slave com* 
munity like those of the Southern States, the author 
proceeds to show how this economic system gives rise 
to a social and political organization tending in the 
highest degree to aggravate the evils which emanate 
originally from the economic system itself. 

^ The sin^e merit of slave labor, as an indostrial instm- 
ment, conwsts, as we have seen, in its ci^citj for organization, 
its susceptibility of being ac^usted with precision to the kind 
of work to be done, and of being directed on a comprehenBive 
plan towards some distinctly cooceived end. Now, to give 
scope to this qoalitj, the scale on which industry is carried on 
must be extensive ; and, to cany on industry on an extensive 
scale, large capitals are required : ^ moreover, a capitalist em- 
ploying slave labor requires funds sufficient not merely to 
mamtain his slaves, but to purchase their fee-simple from the 
first. ^ Owing to these causes, large capitals are, relatively to 
small, more profitable, and are, at the same time, absolutely 
more required, in countries of slave than in countries of free 
labor. It happens, however, that capital is in slave countries 
a particularly scarce commodity, owing partly to the exclusion 
firom such countries of many modes of creating it — manufac- 
tures and commerce, for example — which are open to free 
communities, and partly to what is also a consequence of the 
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iostitntaoDy — the iinthriftj habits of the opper clawes. From 
this state of things rewlt two pheoomeiiay which ma/ be 
regasded as typical of indnstiy carried oa bj skves, — the 
magnttade of the plantatioos, and the indebtedness of the 
planten. WheroTer negro slavery has prevailed in modem 
times, these two phenomena will be (band to exist *Oiir 
wealthier planteri,' says Mr, Clay, 'are baying oat their 
poorer neighbors, extending their plantations, and adding to 
their slave fcMtM. The wealthy few, who are able to live on 
smaller profits, and to give their blasted fields some rest, are thos 
poshing off the many who are merely independent At the 
same time, these wealthier planters are, it is well known, very 
generally in debt ; the forthcoming crops being for the most 
part mortgaged to Northern capitalists, who make the needful 
advances, and who thos become the instniments by which a 
considerable proportion of the slave labor of the South b main- 
tained. The tendency of things, therefore, in slave countries, 
is to a very unequal distributioa of wealtL The large capi* 
talists, having a steady advantage over their smaller competi- 
tors, engross, with the progress of time, a larger and larger 
proportion of the aggregate wealth of the country, and gradu- 
ally acquire the control of its collective industry. Meantime, 
amongst the ascendant dass^ a condition of general indebted- 
ness prevails.*'*>pp. 66-71. 

Side by side with these great land and slave pro- 
prietors ^ws up a white proletariat of the worst 
kind, known in Southern phraseology as **mean whites,** 
or ** white trash.** The vast districts (becoming, under 
the deteriorating eflbcts of slave industry, constantly 
larger) which are surrendered to nature, and relapse 
into wilderness, — 

*<Become the resort of a numerous horde of people, who^ 
too poor to keep slaves, and too proud to work, prefer a 
vob'iu. 18 
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Tagrant and precariom life spent in the desert, to engaging in 
ooenpations wUch would associate them with the slaves whom 
thqr despise. In the Soathern States, no less than five mil- 
lions of haman beings are now said to exist in this manner, 
in a condition little removed from savage life, eking oat a 
wretched snbsistence bj hunting, bj fishing, bj hiring them- 
selves out for occasional jobs, bj plunder. CSombining the 
restlessness and contempt for regular industry peculiar to the 
aavage with, the vices of the proUtair* of civilised communi- 
ties, these people make up a ckss at once degraded and dan- 
gerous; and, constantly re-enforced as thej are bj all that is 
idle, worthless* and lawless among the population of the neigh- 
boring States, form an inexhaustible preserve of ruffianbm, 
readj at hand for all the worst purposes of Southern ambi- 
tion. The planters complain of these people for their idle- 
ness, for corrupting their slaves, for their thievish propensities : 
but they cannot dispense with them ; for in truth they perform 
an indispensable fonction in the economy of slave societies, of 
which they are at once the victims and the principal support- 
ers. It is from their ranks that those filibustering expeditions 
are recruited, which have been found so effective an instru- 
ment in extending the domain of the Slave Power: they 
furnish the * Border Ruffians,* who, in the colonisation strug- 
gle with the Northern States, contend with Frees(»lers on the 
Territories; and it is to their antipathy to the negroes that 
the planters securdy trust for repressing eveiy attempt at 
servile ininirrection."^pp. 75-76. 

Such, then, is the oonstitation of society in the Slave 
States: **it resolves itself into three classes, — the slaves, 
on whom devolves all the regular industry ; the slave- ^ 
holders, who reap all its fruits ; and an idle and lawless 
rabble, who live dispersed over vast plains in a condition 
litde remov e d finom abeolute barbarism."* Of a society 
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thus composed, the political straetiue is detennined hy 
an inezormble kw. 

** When the whole wealth of a ooantrj is monopoliied bj a 
thirtieth part of its peculation, while the remainder are, bj 
physical or moral caoMS, conugned to oompolaofy porertj 
and ignorance; when the persons composing the privileged 
thirtieth part are all engaged in porsuits of the same kind, 
subject to the infiaence of the same moral ideas, and identified 
with the maintenance of the same species of property, — politi- 
cal power will of necessity reside with those in whom centre 
the elements of such power, ^ wealth, knowledge, and intelli- 
gence,^ the small minority for whose exclusive benefit the 
system exists. The polity of snch a society must tiius, in 
essence, be an oligarchy, whatever be the particular mould 
in which it is cast Nor is this alL A society so organised 
tends to develop with a peculiar intensity the distinctive vices 
of an oligarchy. In a country of free labor, whatever be the 
form of government to which it is subject, the pursuits of 
industry are various. Various interests, therefore, take root, 
and parties grow up, which, regarding national questions from 
various points of view, become centres of opposition, whether 
against the undue pretensions of any one of their number, or 
against those of a single ruler. It is not so in the Slave States. 
That variety of interests which springs from the individual 
impulses of a free population does not here exist The ele- 
ments of a political opposition are wanting. There is but one 
party, but one set of men who are capable of acting together 
in political concert The rest is an undisciplined rabble. 
From this state of things the only possible result is that which 
we find,— a -despotism, in the last degree unscrupulous and 
impatient of control, wielded by the wealthy few. . . • 

^To sum up in a few woids the general results of the 
foregoing discussion: the Slave Power — that power which 
has long held the helm of government in the Union-— is. 
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under the femui of a democracy, an unccmtroUed despotism, 
wielded bj a compact oligarchj. Supported bj the kbor of 
foar millions of slares, it mles a popalatioD of five millions 
of whites, — a popalatioo ignorant, averse to systematio indus- 
try, and prone to irregular adventure. A system of society 
more fonnidable for evil, more menacing to the best interests 
of the human race, it is difficult to conceive.''— pp. 85 to 87, 
and 92. 

Are there, in the sodal and political system which 
has now been characterized, any elements of improve- 
ment,— any qualities which leave room for a reasonable 
hope of the ultimate, however gradual, correction of its 
inherent evils? Mr. Caimes has conclusively shown , 
that the veiy reverse is the case. Instead ct raising 
themselves to the level of free sodeties, these commu- 
nities are urged by the most imperious motives to drag 
down, if possible, free societies to the level of them- 
edves. 

It may be thought, perhaps, that American slavery 
will, from merely natural causes, share the fate of 
slaveiy elsewhere. The institution of slavery was once 
universal, but manldnd have nevertheless improved: 
the most progressive communities in the andent and 
modem world — the Greeks, Romans, Hebrews, mediie- 
val Europeans — have been afflicted with this scourge, 
but, by the natural progress of improvement, have got 
rid of it. And why, it may be said, should not this also 
happen in the Southern States? and, if so, would not 
an attempt to anticipate this natural progress, and make 
emancipation move forward more rapidly than the prep- 
aration for it, be full of mischief even to the oppressed 
raceitself? 
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Mr. Caimes fbek ftU the importanoe of this quostion ; 
and no part of hia book is more inatractiye or more 
maaterly than the chapter in which he grapples with it. 
He shows that ** between slavery as it existed in classi- 
cal and medisBval times, and the system which now 
erects itself defiantly in North America," there are such 
deep-seated distinctions as render the analogy of the one 
entirely inapplicable to the other. 

The first distinction is the vital fact of the difierence 
in color between modem slaves and their masters. In 
the ancient world, slaves, once freed, became an integral 
part of free society : their descendants not only were 
not a class apart, but were the main source from which 
the members of the free community were recruited ; and 
no obstacle, legal or moral, existed to their attainment 
of the highest social positions. In America, on the 
contrary, the freed slave transmits the external brand 
of his past degradation to all his descendants. However 
worthy of freedom, they bear an awkward mark which 
prevents them from becoming imperceptibly blended 
with the mass of the free ; and, while that odious asso- 
ciation lasts, it forms a great additional hinderance to the 
enfranchisement, by their masters, of those whom, even 
when enfranchised, the masters cannot endure to look 
upon as their fellow-citixens. 

But another difierence between ancient and modem 
slavery, which sdU more intimately afiSdCts the question 
under discussion, arises from the immense development 
of international oommeroe in modem times. 

^ So long as each nation was in the main dependent on the 
industry %f its own members for the sopply of its wants, a 

\ 
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Strong moCiye would be present for the caltiyatioQ of the intel- 
ligence, and the improrenient of the condition, of the indus- 
trial 'dasMS. The commodities which minister to ccmfort and 
Inxaij cannot be produced without skilled labor; and skilled 
labor implies a certain degree of mental cultivation, and a 
certain progress in social respect. To attain success id the 
more difficult industrial arts, the workman must respect his 
Tocation, must take an interest in his task; habits of care, 
deliberation, fi>rethought, must be acquired ; in short, there 
must be such a general awakening of the &culttes, intellectual 
and moral, as, bj leading men to a knowledge of their rights 
and of the means of enforcing them, inevitably disqualifies 
them for the servile condition* Now, this was the position in 
which the slave-master found himself in the ancient world. 
He was, in the main, dependent on the skill ot his skives for 
obtaining whatever he required. He was, therefore, naturallj 
led to cultivate th» fiiculties of his slaves, and bj consequence 
to promote generally the improvement of their condition. His 
progress in the eqjojment of the material advantages of civili- 
sation depended directly upon their progress in knowledge 
and social consideration. Accordingly, the education of slaves 
was never prohibited in the ancient Roman world; and, in 
point of fact, no small number of them enjoyed the advantage 
of a high cultivation. * The youths of promising genius,' says 
Gibbon, * were instructed in the arts and sdences ; and almost 
every profession,' liberal and mechanical, might be found in 
the hoosehold of an opulent senator.' Modem slaveholders, 
on the contrary, are independent of the skill, and therefore 
of the intelligence and social improvement, of their slave popu- 
lation. They have only need to find a commodity which js 
capable of being produced by crude labor, and at the same 
time in large demand in the markets of the world; and, by 
applying their slaves to the production of this, they may, 
tbrooj^ an exdiange with other countries, make it the means 
of procuring for themselves whatever they require Ciotton 
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and BuguTy for example* are commocUtiea which fulfil these 
conditions: thej maj be raised bj crude labor, and thejArein 
large demand throughout the world* Acoordinglj, Alabama 
and Louisiana have onlj to employ their slaves in raising 
these products* and thej are enabled through their means to 
rommand the industrial resources of all commercial nations. 
Without cultivating one of the arts or refinements of dvilixa- 
tion, thej can possess themselves of all its material comforts. 
Without emplojing an artisan, a manu&cturer, a skilled 
laborer itfanj sort, they can secure the products of the hi^iest 
manufacturing and mechanical skilL'*~-pp. 100 -lOS. 

There being thus no inducements /or cultivating the 
inteUigenoe of slaves, the mighty motives which always 
exist against suffering it to be cultivated have had full 
play ; and, in all the principal Slave States, teaching a 
slave to read or write is rigorously prohibited, under 
most severe penalties both to the teacher and the 
. taught. 

There is yet another important distinction between 
slavery in ancient and in modem times ; namely, ** the 
place which the slave-trade fills in the organization of 
modem slavery. Trading in slaves was doubtless pnuy 
tised by the ancients, and with sufiBcient barbarity. 
But we look in vain in the records of antiquity for a 
traffic, which in extent, in systematic character,, and, 
above all, in the function discharged by it as the com- 
mon support of countries breeding and consuming human 
labor, can with justice be regarded as the analogue 
of the modem slave-trade, — of that organized system 
which has been. carried on between Gxdnea and the coast 
of America; and of that between Virginia, the Ghiinea 
of the New World, and the slave-consuming States of 

\ • 
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the South and West.** The barbarous inhumanity of 
the skve-trade has long been understood ; but what has 
not been so often noticed is the mode in which it ope- 
rates in giving increased coherence and stability to the 
system of which it is a part, -^^ first, ** by bringing the re- 
sources of salubrious countries to supplement the waste 
of human life in torrid regions ; and, secondly, by pro- 
Tiding a new source of profit for slaveholders, which 
enables them to keep up the institution, when, in the 
absence of this resource, it would become unprofitable, 
and disappear." Thus, in Virginia, when slavexy, by 
exhausting the soil, had eaten away its own profits, and 
the recolonization of the State by free setders had actu- 
ally begun, came suddenly the prohibition of the African 
slave-trade, and nearly at the same time the vast en- 
largement of the field for slave labor by the purchase 
of Louisiana ; and these two events made slavery in 
Virginia again profitable, as a means of breeding slaves •% 
for exportation and sale to the South. 

It is through the existence of this abundant breeding- 
ground for slaves, which enables their number to be 
kept up and increased, in the face of the most frightfid 
mortality in the places to which they are sent, that 
slavery is enabled, as it exhausts old lands, to move on 
to new ones, preventing tiiat condensation of population, 
which, by depriving the ** mean whites " of the means 
of subsisting without regular work, might render them 
efficient workmen, instead of, as they now are, ^ more 
ineflkient, more unreliable, more unmanageable** than 
even the slaves, and so might gradually efiect the sub- 
stitution of free for slave labor. The consequence is, 
that population under these institutions increases only 



yGoogk 



THX fiLAYE FOWBB. 281 

by dispeFBion. fifteen persons to the square mUe are 
its nuiximum density in the really slave ooontries : a 
state of things under which ^ popular education becomes 
impracticable ; roads, canals, nulways, must be losing 
speculations ** (in South Carolina, ** a train has been 
known to travel a hundred miles with a single passen- 
ger**) ; all civilizing agencies, all powers capable of 
making improvement penetrate the mass of the poor 
white population, are- wanting. 

There remain, as a source from which the regenera- 
tion of skve society is to be looked for, the skve- 
owners themselves : the chance, whatever it may be, 
that these may be induced, without external compulsion, 
to free their slaves, or take some measure, great or 
small, to prepare the slaves for freedom. An individual 
here and there may be virtuous enou^ to do this, if the 
general sentiment of those by whom he is surrounded 
will allow him: but no one, we suppose, is sin^ple 
enough, to expect this sacrifice frt>m the entire ruling 
. class of a nation ; least of all from the ruling class in 
the Slave States, with whom the maintenance of slavery 
has ]become a matter of social pride and political ambi- 
tion as much as of pecuniary interest. **It is not simply 
as a productive instrument that slavery is valued by its 
supporters. It is far rather for its social and political 
results, as the means of upholding a form of society in 
which slaveholders are the sole depositaries of social 
prestige and political power, as the corner-stone of an 
edifice of which they are the masters, that the system is 
prized. Abolish slavery, and you introduce a new order 
of things,* in which the ascendency of the men who now 
rule the South would be at end. An immigration of. 

\ 
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new men would set in rapidly from various quarters. 
The planters and their adherents would soon be placed 
in a hopeless minority in their old dominions. New 
interests would take root» and grow ; new social ideas 
would germinate ; new political combinations would be 
formed ; and the power and hopes of the party which 
has long swayed the politics of the Union, and which 
now seeks to break loose from that Union in order to 
secure a free career for the accomplishment of bolder 
designs, would be gone for ever.'' Accordingly, the 
South has advanced, fit>m the modest apologies for slave- 
ry of a generation ago, to loudly vaunting it as a moral, 
civilizing, and every way wholesome institution ; the fit 
condition not only for negroes, but for the. laboring 
chuses of all countries ; nay, as an ordinance of God,, 
and a sacred deposit providentially intrusted^to the keep- 
ing of the Southern Americans, for preservation and 
extension. 

The eneigies of the Southern rulers have long been 
devoted to protecting themselves against the economical 
inconveniences of slavery in a manner directly the re- 
' verse of either its extinction or its mitigation. , To 
obtain for it an ever-wider field is the sole aim of tlieir 
poli<7, and, as they are firmly persuaded, the condition 
of their social existence. ** There is not a slaveholder,'' 
says Judge Warner of Georgia (and, in saying this, he 
only expressed the general sentiment), **in this house or 
out of it, but who knows perfectly well, that, whenever 
slavery is confined within certain specified limits, its 
future existence is doomed : it is only a question of time 
as to its final destruction. You may take any single 
alaveholding county in the Southern States, in whteh 
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the great staples of cotton and sugar are cuItiTated to 
any extent, and confine the present slave population 
within the limits of that county. Such is the rapid 
natural increase of the slaves, and the rapid exhaustion 
of the soil in the cultivation of those crops (which add 
so much to the commercial wealth of the country) , that, 
in a few years, it would be impossible to support them 
within the limits of such county. Both master and 
slave would be starved out ; and what would be the 
practical eflfoct in any one county, the same result would 
happen to all the slaveholding States. Slavery cannot 
be confined within certain limits without producing the 
destruction of both master and slave : it requires fresh 
lands, plenty of wood and water, not only for the com- 
fort and hi^piness of the shive, but for the benefit of 
the owner." And this is the doctrine of the advacatt9 
of slavery I What, to any mind but that of a slave- 
holder, would seem at once the reductio ad aieurdum 
and the bitterest moral satire on slavery, is by them 
brought forward — such is the state of their minds —. 
as an unanswerable argument for bringing fresh terri- 
tory under it as fiist as it exhausts the old, until, we 
suppose,' all the remaining soil of our planet is used up 
and depopulated. 

Even were they not prompted to this aggressive am- 
bition by pecuniary interest, they would have a suffi- 
cient inducement to it in the passions which are the 
natural growth of slave society. ** That which the neces- 
sity for firesh soils is to the political economy of such 
communities, a lust of power is to their morality. The 
slaveholder lives from infancy in an atmosphere of des- 
potism. He sees around him none but abject creatures, 

\ 
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who, onder fearful penalties to be inflicted hj himself, 
are bound to do his slightest, his most unreasonable bid- 
ding." The commerce between master and slave, in 
the words of Jefferson, himself bom and bred a slave- 
owner, **is a perpetual exercise of the most boisterous 
passions, — the most unremitting despotism on the one 
hand, and degrading submission on the other. Our 
children see this, and learn to imitate it. The parent 
storms ; the child looks on, catches the lineaments of 
wrath, puts on the same airs in the circle of smaller 
slaves, gives a loose to the worst passions ; and, thus 
nursed, educated, and daily exercised in tyranny, cannot 
but be stamped with its odious peculiarities.** The. 
arrogance, self-will, and impatience of restraint, which 
are the natural fruits of the situation, and with which 
the Southern-American character in all its manifestations 
is deeply stamped, suffice of themselves to make the 
slaveholding class throw all their pride and self-impor- 
tance into the maintenance, extension, and exaltation 
of their ** peculiar institution ; ** the more, because the 
institution and its upholders are generally reprobated by 
mankind, and because they have to defjr the opinion of 
free nations, and may have to resist the exertion of their 
physical power. 

Hence it is that the politidans of the Slave States 
have devoted themselves, with the ardor of fanaticism, 
to acquiring, by fair means or foul, ascendency in the^ 
politics of the Union, in order that they might employ 
that ascendency in gaining territory for the formation 
of new Slave States ; and again to create more and 
more Slave States, in order to maintain their ascendency 
in the Union. l^Ir* Caimes has traced with a vigorous 
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hand tbe histoiy of these efforts : the straggle between 
fireedom and duveey for the possession of SiGssoiiri ; the 
compromise faj which that new State was given up to 
skverjy on condition that no future Slave State should 
be created north of the parallel SSP 3(y of north kti- 
tude ; the filibustering occupation of Texas, in order to 
detach it firom Mexico, — its annexation to the Union 
by means of slavery ascenden<7, and the war with 
Mexico for the acquisition of more slave territoiy ; the 
Missouri Compromise, as soon as all its firuits had been 
reaped, discovered to be unconstitutional, and repu- 
diated, the principle next set up being ** squatter sover- 
eignty * (the doctrine Jthat Congress could not legislate 
for the Territories, and that the first inhabitants had the 
right to decide whether they would allow slavery or not) ; 
the Northern Territories consequently opened to slavery, 
and the race which followed between Northern and 
Southern occupants for the possession of Kansas ; a 
slavery constitution for Kansas voted at the rifle's point 
by bands of ^Border Buffians ^ from the South, who did 
not even intend to settle in the territory;* when this 
nefarious proceeding was frustrated by the crowds of 
free settlers who flocked in from the North, and refused 
to be bound by the fictitious constitution, the principle 
of squatter sovereignty also repudiated, since it had 
fiuled to effect Southern objects, and the doctrine set up 
that skv^ exists ipso jure in all the Territories, and 
that not even the settlers themselves could make it 
illegal ; and finaUy a decision obtained from the high- 
est tribunal of the United States (which Southern influ- 
ence had succeeded in filling with Southern lawyers), 
by which not only this monstrous principle was affirmed, 
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but the right of h slavemaster was recognized to carry 
his flkves with him to any part of the Free States, and 
hold them there, any local law to the oontraiy notwith- 
standing. This was the one step too much in the othei^ 
wise wdl-planned progress of the Southern conspiracy. 
At this point, the Northern allies, by whose help alone 
thejr could oommand a majority in the councils of the 
Federation, fell off from them. The defeat of the South- 
em candidate for the Presidency followed as a conse- 
quence; and this first check to the aggressive and 
advancing movement of slavery was the signal for 
secession and civil war. Well may Mr. Caimes say 
that this series of events ^ is one of the most striking 
and alarming episodes in modem history, and furnishes 
a remarkable example of what a small body of men 
may effect against the most vital interests of human 
society, when, thoroughly understanding their position 
and its requirements, they devote themselves, deliber^ 
ately, resolutely, and unscrapulously, to the acoomplish- 
xnent of their ends.'* 

Should these conspirators succeed in making good 
-their independence, and possessing themselves of a part 
of the Territories, being those which are in immediate 
contact with Mexico, nothing is to be expected but the 
spread of the institution by conquest (unless prevented 
by some European power) over that vast country, and 
ultimately over all Spanish America, and, if circum- 
stances permit, the conquest and annexation of the West 
Indies ; while so vast an extension of the field for the 
employment of slaves would raise up a demand for 
more, which would in all probability lead to that re- 
opening of the African slave-trade, the Intimacy and 
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neoesaitj of which have long been publicly Asserted bj 
many oi^gans of the South. Such are the issues to 
humanity which are at stake in the present contest 
between firee and slaveholding America; and such is 
the cause to which a majority of English writers, and 
of Englishmen who have the ear of the'public, have 
given the support of their sympathies. 

What is the meaning of this? Why does the English 
nation, which has made itself memorable to all time 
as the destroyer of negro slavery, which has shrunk 
from no sacrifices to firee its own character firom that 
odious stain, and to close all the countries of the world 
against the slave merchant, — why is it that the nation 
which is at the head of Abolitiomsm not only feels no 
sympathy with those who are fighting against the slave- 
holding conspiracy, but actuidly desires its success? 
Why is the general voice of our press, the general sen* 
timent of our people, bitterly reproachful to the North, 
while for the South, the aggressors in the war, we have 
^ther mild apologies or direct and downright encour- 
agement, and this not only from the Tory and anti- 
democratic camp, but firom Liberals, or 9ai-disani 
such? 

This strange perversion of feeling prevails nowhere 
else. The public of France, and of the Continent gen- 
erally, at all events the Liberal part of it, saw at once 
on which' side were justice and moral principle, and 
gave its sympathies consistently and steadily for the 
North. Why is England an exception? Several causes 
may be assigned, none of them honorable to this coun- 
try, though some, more than others, may seem to make 
the aberration excusable* 
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In the first place, it must, we fear, be admitted that 
the andakveiy feeling in England, though quite real, 
is no longer, in point of intensity, what it was. We 
do not ascribe this to any degeneracy in the public 
mind. It is because the work, so far as it specially 
concerns England, is done. Strong feeling on any 
practical subject is only kept up by constant exerciBe. 
A new generation has grown up since the great victory 
of slavery abolition, composed of persons whose ardor 
in the cause has never been wrought upon and strung 
up by contest. The public of the present day think 
as their fathers did concerning slavery ; but their feel- 
ings have not been in the same degree roused against 
its enormities. Their minds have been employed, and 
their feelings excited, on other topics, on which there 
still remained, as it might seem, more to be done. 
Slavery has receded into the background of their mental 
prospect : it stands, to most of them, as a mere name, — 
the name of one social evil among many others ; not as, 
what in truth it is, the summing-up and concentration of 
them all ; the stronghold in which the principle of tyran- 
' nical power, elsewhere only militant, reigns triumphant. 
It must be remembered, too, that, though the English 
public are averse to slavery, several of the political and 
literary oi^gans which have most influence over the pub- 
lic are deddedly not so. For many years, the ^Times " 
has taken every opportunity of throwing oold water, as 
fiur as decency permitted, on the cause of the negro : 
had its attempts succeeded, the African squadron would 
have been withdrawn, and the efibrt so long and honor- 
ably pernsted in by England, to. dose the Qegro coast 
against the man-stealer, would have been ignominionsly 
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abandoDed. Another of the misleaden of opinion on 
this subject, more intellectual in its aims, and address- 
ing itself to a more intellectual audience, has been from 
its first origin, however Liberal on the surfiuse, imbued 
with a deeply seated Tory feeling, which makes it pre- 
fyr even slavery to democratio equality ; and it never 
loses an opportunity of saying a word for slaveiy, and 
palliating its evils. 

The most operative cause, however, of the vrrong 
direction taken on the American question by English 
feeling, is the general belief that Americans are hostile 
to England, and long to insult and humble her if thqr 
had but an opportunity ; and the accumulated resent- 
ment left by a number of small diplomatic collisions, in 
which America has carried herself with a high hand, 
has bullied and blustered, or her press has bullied and 
blustered for her, and in which, through the reluctance 
of England to push matters to extremities which do 
not vitally concern the national honor, bullying and. 
blustering have been allowed to prevail. The facts are 
too true; but it has not been sufficiently considered, 
that the most foul-mouthed enemies of England in the 
American press and in Congress were Southern men, 
and men in the Southern interest ; and that the offen- 
sive tone and encroaching policy of the Federal (xov- 
emment were the tone and poliqr of a succession of 
governments created by the South, and entirely under 
Southern influence. If some bitterness towards Eng- 
land has shown itself rather widely among the Northern 
people since the commencement of the war, and has 
been ministered to in their usual style by the hacks of 
the newspaper-press, it, must be said, in excuse, that 
VOL. ni. 19 
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they were smarting under disappointed hopes ; that they 
had found only rebuke where they felt that they deserved, 
and had counted upon finding, sympathy, and when 
sjrmpathy would have been of the utmost importance to 
their cause. ** If England had but sympathized with 
us now," said recently to us one of the first of American 
writers, ^ it would have united the two nations almost 
to the end of time.** 

But none of these causes would have accounted for 
the sad aberration of Engliah feeling at this momentous 
crisis, had they not been combined with an almost total 
ignorance respecting the antecedents of the struggle. 
England pays a heavy price for its neglect of general 
cotemporaiy history, and inattention to what takes 
place in foreign countries. The English people did not 
know the past career or the present pohcj and purposes 
•of the Slave Power. They did^not, nor do they yet, 
know that the object, the avowed object, of secession 
was the indefinite extension of slavery ; that the sole 
grievance alleged by the South consisted in being 
thwarted in this ; that the resuBtance of the North was 
resistance to the spread of slavery, — tiie aim of the 
North its confinement within its present bounds, which, 
in the opinion of the slave-owners themselves, insures 
its gradual extinction, and which is the only means 
whereby die extinction can be gradual. The ignorance 
of the public was shared by the Foreign Minister, whose 
offidal attitude in reference to the contest has been 
every thing which it ought to be, but who did unspeaka- 
ble mischief by the extra official opinion, so often quoted* 
that the Squthem States are in arms for independencCi 
the Northern for dominion. 
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When thifl was the view taken of the contest in the 
quarter enppoaed to be beet infbrmedy what oould be 
expected firom the pablio? Could they fiul to beetow 
their sympathies on the side, which, they were told fix>m 
authority, was fighting for the common right of man^ 
kind to a government of their choice, while ^the other 
had armed itself for the wicked purpose of exercising 
power oyer others against their will? The moral rela- 
tions of the two parties are misplaced, are almost 
reversed, in Earl Bussell's dictum. Could we consent 
to overlook the fact, that the South are fighting for, and 
the North against, the most odious form of unjust 
dominion which ever existed ; oould we forget the slaves, 
and view the question as one between two white popu- 
lations,»-even then, who, we |uk, are fighting for domin- 
ion, if not those, who, having always before succeeded in 
domineering, break off from the Union at the first mo- 
ment when they find that they can domineer no longer? 
Did ever any other section of a nation break through the 
solemn contract which united them with the rest, for no 
reason but that they were defeated m an election? It is 
true indeed, and they are welcome to the admission, 
that a very serious interest of the slave-owning oligarchy 
depended on retaining the power to domineer. They 
had at stake, not dominion only, but the profits of domin- 
ion; and those profits were, that the propagation of 
slavery might be without limit, instead of being circum- 
scribed within the vast unoccupied space already included 
in the limits of the Slave States, being about half of 
their entire extent. 

But, if the South are fighting for slavery, the North, 
' we are told, are, at all events, not fighting against it : 
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their aole object in the struggle is the preservation of 
the Union. 

And, if it were so, is tliere any thing so verjr unjusti- 
fiable in resisdng, even by arms, the dismemberment of 
their coimtry? Does public morality require that the 
United States should abdicate the character of a nation, 
and be ready at the first sununons to allow any dis- 
contented section to dissever itself firom the rest by a 
single vote of a local majority, fictitious or real-, taken 
without any established form or public guaranty for its 
genuineness and deliberateness ? This would be to 
authorize any State, or part of a State, in a mere fit of 
ill-temper, or under the temporary influence of intri- 
guing politidans, to detach itself from the Union, and 
perhaps unite itself to some hostOe power; and the 
end would probably be to break down the Union, firom 
one of the great nations of the world, into as many 
petty republics as there are States, with lines of custom- 
houses all roimd their firontiers, and standing armies 
always kept up in strength to protect them against their 
nearest neighbors. 

It is so new a thing to consider questions of national 
morality firom the point of view of nations, instead of 
exclusively firom that of rulers, that the conditions have 
not yet been defined under which it is the duty of an 
established government to succumb to a manifestation 
of hostQe feeling by a portion, greater or smaller, of its 
citizens. Until some rule or maxim shall have grown 
up to govern this subject, no government is expected-or 
bound to yield to a rebellion until afl»r a fiur trial of 
strength in the field. Were it not fi>r the certainty 
of opposition, and the heavy penalties of fiulure, revolt ' 
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would be as frequent a hct as it is now an unfrequent ; 
rebellions would be attempted, not as they now are, in 
cases of almost unanimous discontent, but as often as 
any object was souj^t, or offence taken, hy the smallest 
section of the community. 

Would the Grovemment or people of the United 
Sjngdom accept for themselves this rule of duty? 
Would they look on quietly, and see the kingdom dis- 
membered? They mij^t renounce transmarine possaes- 
sions, which they hold only as dependencies, which diey 
care little for, and with which they are neither connected 
by interest nor by neighborhood; but would England 
acquiesce, without fighting, in the separation of Ireland 
or Scotland? and would she be required to do so by 
any recognised obligation of public morali^? 

Putting at the very lowest the inducements which can 
be supposed to have instigated the people of the North- 
em States to rush into the field with nearly all their 
available population, and pledge the collective wealth of 
the country to an unparalleled extent, in order to main« 
tain its integrity: it might still be thought that a people, . 
who were supposed to care for nothing in comparison 
with the ** almighty dollar,'' ought to have some credit ' 
given them for showing, by such decisive prooft, that 
they are capable of sacrificing that and eveiy thing else 
to a patriotic impulse. It might have been supposed, 
too, that, even had their motives been wholly seLBsh, all 
good men would have wished them success when they 
were fighting for the right ; and, considering what it 
was that they were fighting against, might have been 
glad that even selfish motives had induced one great 
nation to shed its blood and expend its substance in 
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doing batde ngoinat a moiuitcr e^, which the other 
nadona, from the height of their disinterested morality, 
would have allowed to grow up unchecked, until the 
consequences came home to themselyes. 

But such a view of the motives of the Northern 
Americans would be a flagrant injustice to them. 
True, the feeling which made the heroic impulse pervade 
the whole country, and descend to the least enlightened 
classes, was the desire to uphold the Union. But not 
the Union simply. Had they consented to give up the 
Northern interpretation of the pact, had they yielded 
to the Supreme Courtis Southern exposition of it, they 
would have won back the South to the Federation 
by an unanimous voice. It was because they valued 
something eUe even more highly than the Union, that 
the Union was ever in a position in which it had to 
be fought for. The North fights for the Union, but 
the Union under conditions which deprive the Slave 
Power of its pernicious ascendency. People talk as if 
to support the existing Constitution were synonymous 
with^ altogether abandoning emancipation, and ** giving 
guaranties to slavety.** Nothing of the sort. The 
Constitution guarantees slaveiy against nothing but the 
interference of Congress to legislate for the legally con- 
stituted Slave States. Such legislation, in ihe opinion 
equally of North and South, is neither the only, nor 
ihe b^, nor the most effectual mode of getting rid of 
aUveiy. The North may indeed be driven to it; and, 
in the opinion of near observers, is moving rapidly 
towards that issue. Mr. Russell, in his letters to ihe 
**lWes,'' was ccmstantly reiterating that the war would 
before long become an abolition War; and Mr. Dicey, 
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the Ifttest tntTdkr in America who has paUished Iiifl 
unpreMJOBi, and idioee book ahoold be in eveiy one'a 
band, aajgi tbat Hub predicted consummation is now 
npidly drawing near, throo^^ the conyicdon, becoming 
general in the North, that slayeiy and the Union are 
incompatiUe. Bat the Federal Government was bound 
to keep within die Federal Constitution ; and what that 
could be done against slaveiy, consistently with the Con- 
stitution, has it left undone? The District of Columbia 
was constitutionallj under die authority of Congress : 
Congress have aboliahed slavery in that district, granting 
compensation. They have oflfisred liberal pecuniary as- 
sistance to any Slave State which will take measures for 
either immediately or gradually ananeipating its slaves. 
They have admitted Western Virginia into the Union 
as a State, under a provision that all children bom after 
a certain day of 1863 shall be bom ftee.' They have 
concluded a treaty with England for the better suppres- 
sion of the slave-trade; conceding, what all former 
American GroveramentB have so obsdnately resisted, die 
right of search. 'And, what is more important than aU, 
they have, by a legislative act, prohibited slavery in the 
Territories. No human being can henceforth be held in 
bondage in any possession of the United States whidi 
has not yet been erected into a State. A barrier is thus 
set to all fiurther extension of the legal area of slavexy 
within the dominion of the United States. These things 
have the United States done, in opposition to the opin- 
ion of the Border States which are stQl true to their 
all^iance, at the risk of irretrievably ofiending those 
States, and deciding them to go over to die enemy. 
What could the party now dominant in die. United 

\ 



yGoogk 



296 THE SLAYE FOWEB. 

States have done more, to prove the Bmoerit^ of its 
ayemon to slavery, and its purpose to get rid of it bj 
all lawftd means? 

And these means would, in all probability, suffice for 
the object. To prevent the extension of slavery, is, in 
the general opinion of sbveholders, to insure its extinc- 
tion. It is, at any rate, the only means by which that 
object can be effected through the interest of the slave- 
holders themselves. If peaceful and gradual is prefer- 
able to sudden and violent emancipation (which we 
grant may in the present case be doubtful), this is the 
mode in which alone it can be effected. Further coloni- 
zation by slaves and slavemasters being rendered im- 
possible, the process of exhausting the lands fitted for 
slave cultivation would either continue, or would be 
arrested. If it continue, the prosperity of the country 
will progressively decline, until the value of slave prop- 
erty is reduced so low, and the need of more efficient 
labor so keenly felt, that there will be no motive remain- 
ing to hold the negroes in bondage. If, on the other 
hand, the exhaustive process should be arrested, it must 
be by means implying an entire renovation, economical 
and social, of Southern society. There would be needed 
new modes of cultivation, processes more refined and 
intellectual, and, as an indispensable condition, laborers 
more intelligent, who must be had either by the intro- 
duction of free labor, or by the mental improvement of 
the slaves. The masters must resign diemselves to 
become efficient men of business, personal and vigilant 
overseers of their own laborers, and would find, that, in 
their new drcumstances, suooessftd industry was impossi- 
ble without calling in other motives than the fear of the 
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lash. The immediate midgation of alaveiyy and the 
education of the alavesi would thus be certain conse- 
quencesy and its gradual destruction, hj the consent of 
all concerned, a probaUe one, of the mere restriction of 
its area ; whether brought about hj the subjugation of 
the Southern States, and their return to the Union 
under the Constitution according to its Northern inter- 
pretation, or faj what Afr. Caimes regards as both 
more practical and more desirable, — the recognition of 
their independence, with the Mississippi for their west- 
ern boundary* 

Either of these results would be a splendid, and 
probably a decisive and final, victory over slavery. But 
the only point on which we hesitate to agree with Mr. 
Caimes is in preferring the latter to the former and 
more complete issue of the contest. Mr. Caimes is 
alarmed by what he thinks the impossibility of governing 
this group of States after re-union, unless in a manner 
incompatible with free institutions, — as conquered coun- 
tries, and by military law. We are unable to see the 
impossibility. If reduced by force, the Slave States 
must submit at discretion. They could no longer daim 
to be dealt with according to the Constitution which 
they had rebelled against. The door which has been 
left open till now for their voluntary return would be 
closed, it is to be presumed, after they had been brought 
back by force. In that case, the whole slave population 
might, and probably would, be at once emancipated, 
with compensation to those masters only who had re- 
mained loyal to the Federal Government, or who may 
have voluntarily retumed to their allegiance before a 
time fixed. This having been done, there would be no 

\ 



yGoogk 



298 THE 8LATB FOWXB. 

real danger in restoring the Soathem States to their old 
podtion in the Union. It would be a diminished posi- 
tion, because the masters would no longer be allowed 
representatives in Congress in right of three*fifths of 
their slaves. The slaves once freed, and enabled to hold 
proper^, and the country thrown open to free coloniza- 
tion, in a few jears there would be a free population in 
qrmpathj with the rest of the Union. The most actiyelj 
disloyal part of the population, alreadj diminished' by 
the war, would probably in great part emigrate if the 
North were successful. Even if the negroes were not 
admitted to the suflrage, or if their former masters were 
aUe to control their votes, there is no probability, hum- 
bled and prostrated as the Slave Power would be, that 
in the next few years it would rally sufficiently to 
render any use which it could make of consdtutiona] 
freedom again dangerous to the Union. When it is 
remembered that the thinly peopled IGssouri, Arkan- 
sas, Texas, and some parts even of the South-eastern 
States, have even now^ so few slaves that diey may be 
made entirely free at a very trifling expense in the way 
'of redemption, and when the probable greats influx of 
Iforthem settlers into those provinces is considered,* the 
chance of any dangerous power in the councils of the 
United States to be exercised by the six or seven Cotton 
States, if aUowed to retain their constitutional freedom, 
must appear so small, that there could be little tempta*^ 
tion to deny them that common right. 

It may, however, prove impossible to reduce the 
aeoeded States to unconditional submission, without a 
greater lapse of time, and greater sacrifices, than the 
ITorth may be willmg to endure. If so, the terms of 
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oompromiBe suggested by Mr. CSainies, which would 
secure all west of the Mississippi for free labor, would 
be a great immediate gain to the cause of freedom, and 
would probably in no long period secure its complete 
triumph. We agree with Mr. Caimes, that this is the 
^ only kind of compromise which should be entertained 
for a moment. That peace should be made by giving 
up the cause of quarrel, the exclusion of slavery from 
the Territories, would be one of the greatest calamities 
which could happen to civilisation and to mankind. 
Close the Territories, prevent the spread of the disease 
to countries not now afflicted with it, and much will 
already have been done to hasten itB doom. But that 
doom would still be distant, if the vast uncolcmLsed 
region of Arkansas and Texas, which alone is thought 
sufficient to form five States, were left to be filled up 
by a population of slaves and their masters ; and no 
treaty of separation can be regarded with any satisfac- 
tion but one which should convert ihe whole oountiy 
west of the Mississippi into free soil* 
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' aBNBBAL BBMABKB. 

There are few dreamstaDceSy among those which make 
up the present condition of human knowledge, more 
unlike what might have been expected, or more signifi- 
cant of the backward state in which specuhtion on the 
most important subjects still lingers, than the little 
progress which has been made in the dedsion of the 
controversy respecting the criterion of right and wrong. 
From the dawn of philosophy, the question concerning 
the $ummum banum^ or, what is the same thing, con- 
cerning the foundation of morality, has been accounted 
the main problem in speculative thought, has occupied 
the most gifted intellects, and divided them into sects 
and schoob, carrying on a vigorous warfiure against one 
another. And, after more than two thousand years, ^e 
aame discussions continue, philosophers are still ranged 
under the same contending banners, and neither think- 
ers nor mankind at large seem nearer to being unanimous 
on the subject than when the youth Socrates listened to 
ibe old Protagoras, and asserted (if Plato's dialogue be 
grounded on a real conversation) the theory of utility- 
zianism against the popular morality of the so-caUed 
aophist. / 
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It is traot that similar confusion and nncertaintjTy and 
•in some cases simOar discordance, exist respecting the 
first principles of all the sciences, not excepting that 
which is deemed the most certain of them, — math- 
ematics; without much impairing, generally indeed 
without impairing at all, the trustworthiness of the con- 
clusions of those sciences. An apparent anomaly, the 
explanadon of which is, that the detailed doctrinee of a 
science are not usually deduced from, nor depend for 
their eyidence upon, what are called its first principles. 
Were it not so, there would be no science more precari- 
ous, or whose conclusions were more insufficiently made 
out, than algebra ; which derives none of its certainty 
from what are commonly taught to learners as its 
elements ; since these, as laid down by some of its most 
eminent teachers, are as full of fictions as English law, 
and of mysteries as theology. The truths which are 
ultimately accepted as the first principles of a science 
are really the last results of metaphysioJ analysis, prao- 
tised on the elementary notions with which the science is 
conversant ; and their relation to the science is not that 
of foundations to an edifice, but of roots to a tree, which 
may perform their office equally well though they be 
never dug down to and exposed to light. But, though 
in science the particular truths precede the general the- 
ory, the.contrary might be expected to be the case with 
a practical art, such as morals or legislation. All action 
is for the sake of some end; and rules of action, it seems 
natural to suppose, must take their whole character and 
color from the end to which they are subservient. 
When we engage in a pursuit, a dear and precise con- 
ception of what we are pursuing would seem to be the 
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fint thing we need, instead of the last we are to look 
forward to. A test of right and wrong must be the. 
means, one would think, of ascertaining what is ri^t 
or wrong, and not a consequence of having already 
ascertained it. 

The difficulty is not avoided by having recourse to the 
popular tfaeoxy of a natural faculty, a sense or instinct, 
informing us of right and wrong. For^ besides that 
the existence of such a moral instinct is itself one of the~ 
matters in dispute, those believers in it who have any 
pretensions to philosophy have been obliged to abandon 
the idea that it discerns what is right or wrong in the 
particular case in hand, as our other senses discern 
the sight or sound actually present. Our moral faculty, 
according to all those of its interpreters who are enti- 
tled to the name of thinkers, supplies us only with the 
general principles of moral judgments : it is a branch 
of our reason, not of our sensitive faculty ; and must be 
looked to for the abstract doctrines of morality, not for 
perception of it in the concrete. The intuitive, no less 
than what may be termed the inductive, school of ethics, 
insists on the necessity of general laws. They both 
agree that the mortdity of an individual action is not a 
question of direct perception, but of the application of 
a law to an individual case. They recognize also, to a 
great extent, the same moral laws, but differ as to 
their evidence, and the source from which they derive ' 
their authority. According to the one opinion, the 
principles of morals are evident d priori; requiring 
nothing to command assent, except that the meaning of 
tbe terms be understood. According to the other doc- 
trine, right and wrong, as well as truth and fidsehood. 



yGoogk 



GEKERAI. BKMABKft, 303 

Are question! of observation and experience. But hodk 
hold equally, that morality muat be deduced fiom princi* 
plea ; and the intuitive school affirm, as strongly as the 
inductive, that there is a science of morals. Yet they 
seldom attempt to make out a list of the d-priari prin- 
ciples which are to serve as the premises of the science ; 
still more rarely do they make any effort to reduce those 
various principles to one first prindple, or common 
ground of obligation. They either assume the ordinary 
precepts of morals as of d'priari authority, or they lay 
down as the common groundwork of those maxims some 
generality much less obviously autlioritative than the 
maxims themselves, and which has never succeeded in 
gaining popular acceptance. Yet, to support their pre- 
tensions, there ought either to be some one fundamental 
principle or law at the root of all morality ; or, if there 
be several, there should be a determinate order of pre- 
cedence among them ; and the one principle, or the rule 
for deciding between the various principles when they 
conflict, ought to be self-evident. 

To inquire how far the bad effects of this deficiencj 
have been mitigated in practice, or to what extent the 
moral beliefs of mankind have been vitiated or made 
uncertain by the absence of any distinct recognition of 
an ultimate standard, would imply a complete survey 
and criticism of past and present ethical doctrine. It 
would, however, be easy to show that whatever steadi* 
ness or consistency these moral beliefs have attained 
has been mainly due to the tadt influence of a standard 
not recognized. Although the non-existence of an 
acknowledged first prindple has made ethics not so 
much a guide as a consecration of men's actual sent!- 
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mentSy still, aa men's sentiments, both of favor and of 
averaion, are greatly influenced by what tbey suppose to 
be the effects of things upon their happiness, the prin- 
ciple of utility, or, as B^atham latterly called it, the 
greatest-happiness principle, has had a large share in 
forming the moral doctrines even of those who most 
scomfidly reject its authority. Nor is there any school 
of thought which refuses to admit that the influence of 
actions on happiness is a most material and even pre- 
dominant consideration in many of the details of monds, 
however unwilling to acknowledge it as die fundamental 
prindple of morality and the source of moral obliga- 
tion. I might go much further, and say, that, to all 
those d-priori moralists who deem it necessary to argue 
at all, utilitarian arguments are indispensable. It is 
not my present purpose to criticise these thinkers ; but 
I cannot help referring, for illustration, to a systematic 
treatise by one of the most illustrious of them, — the 
** Metaphysics of Ethics," by Eant. This remarkable 
man, whose system of thought will long remam one of 
the landmarks in the history of philosophical speculi^ 
tion, does, in the treatise in question, lay down an 
universal first prindple as the origin and ground of 
moral obligation. It is this : ^ So act, that the rule on 
which thou actest would admit of being adopted as a law 
by all rational beings.'' But, when he begins to deduce 
from this precept any of the actual duties of morality', 
he fiiils, almost grotesquely, to show that there would' 
be any contradiotion, any logical (not to say physical) 
impossibility, in the adoption by all rational beings of 
the most outrageously immoral rules of conduct. All 
he shows iSf that the cansequenees of their universal 
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adoption would be such as no one would choone to 
incur. 

On the present occasion, I shall, without fiirtkar 
discussion of the other dieories, attempt to contribute 
something towards die understanding and appreciation 
of the Utilitarian or Happiness theoiy, and towards 
such proof as it is susceptible of. It is evident that 
this cannot be proof in the ordinary and popular mean* 
ing of the term. Questions of ultimate ends are not 
amenable to direct proof. Whatever can be proved to 
be good, must be so bj being shown to be a means 
to something admitted to be good without proof. . The 
medical art is proved to be good bj its conducing to 
health ; but how is it possible to prove that healtii is 
good? The art of music is good, for the reason, among 
others, that it produces pleasure ; but what proof is it 
possible to give that pleasuce is good? If, then, it is 
asserted that there is a comprehensive formula, includ- 
ing all things which are in themselves good, and that 
wliatever else is good is not so as an end, but as a mean, 
the formula maj be accepted or rejected, but is not a 
subject of what is commonly understood by proof. 
We are not, however, to infer that its acceptance or 
rejection must depend on blind impulse or arbitrary 
choice. There is a larger meaning of the word ** proof," 
in which this question is as amenable to it as any other 
of the disputed questions of philosophy. The subject 
is within the -cognisance of the rational faculty; and 
neither does that faculty deal with it solely in the way 
of intuition. G>nsiderations may be presented capable * 
of determining the intellect either to give or witiihold its 
assent to the doctrine ; and this is equivalent to proof. 
VOL. III. 20 
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We shall examine presently of what nature are these 
oonsiderations ; in what manner they apply to the case ; 
and what rational grounds, therefore, can be given for 
accepting or rejecting the utilitarian formula. But it 
is a preliminary condition of rational acceptance or 
rejection, that the formula should be correctly under- 
stood. I believe that the very imperfect notion ordina- 
rily formed of its meaning is the chief obstacle^ which 
impedes its reception; and that, could it be cleared 
even from only the grosser misconceptions, the question 
would be greatly simplified, and a lai*ge proportion of 
its difficulties removed. Before, therefore, I attempt 
to enter into the philosophical grounds which can be 
given for assenting to the utilitarian standard, I shall 
offer some illustrations of the doctrine itself, with the 
view of showing more clearly what it is, distinguishing 
it from what it is not, and disposing of such of the 
practical objections to it as either originate in, or are 
closely connected with, mistaken interpretations of its 
meaning. Having thus prepared the ground, I shall 
afterwards endeavor to throw such light as I can upon 
the question, considered aa one of philosophical theory. 



CHAPTER IL 

WHAT mnUTAaiAllISM IS. 

A PAsanra remark is all that nepia be given to the 
ignorant Unnder of supposing that those who stand up 
for utiU^, as the test of right and wrong, use the term 
in that restricted and merely colloquial sense in which 
utility is opposed to pleasure. An a{>ology is due to 
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the phOosophical opponents of utilitarianism for even 
the momentary appearance of confounding them with 
any one capable of so absurd a misconception ; which is 
the more eztraordinaiji inasmuch as the contrary fiocu- 
sation, of referring erery thing to pleasure, and that, too, 
in its grossest form, is another of the common duurges 
against utilitarianism: and, as has been pointedly 
remarked by an able writer, the same sort of persons, 
and often the Tciy same persons, denounce the theory 
** as impracticably dry when the word * utQity ' precedes 
the word 'pleasure,* and as too practicably voluptuous 
when the word 'pleasure' precedes the word 'utility."* 
Those who know any thing about the nuitter are aware, 
that every writer, from Epicurus to Bentham, who 
maintained the theory of utUity, meant by it, not some- 
thing to be contradistinguished from pleasure, but 
pleasure itself, together with exemption from pain; 
and, instead of opposing the useful to the agreeable or 
the'omamaital, have always declared that the useful 
means these, among other things. Yet the common 
herd, including the herd of writers, not only in news- 
papers and periodicals, but in books of weight and pre- 
tension, are perpetually falling into this shallow mis- 
take. Having caught up the word ''utilitarian,'' while 
knowing nothing whatever about it but its sound, they 
habitually express by it the rejection or the neglect of 
pleasure in some of its forms ; of beauty, of ornament, 
or of amusement. Nor is the term thus ignorantly 
misapplied solely in disparagement, but occasionally 
in compliment; as though it implied superiority to 
frivolity and the mere pleasures of the moment. And 
this perverted use is the only one in which the word is 
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popularty known, and the one from which the new 
generation are acquiring their sole notion of its mean- 
ing. Those who introduced the word, but who had for 
many years discontinued it as a distinctive appellation, 
may well feel themselves called upon to resume it, if 
by doing so they can hope to contribute any thing 
towards rescuing it from this utter degradation.* 

The creed which accepts, as the foundation of morals, 
Utility, or the Greatest-happiness Principle, holda that 
actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote 
happiness, wrong as they tend, to produce the reverse 
of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure and 
the absence of pain ; by unhappiness, pain and the pri- 
vation of pleasure. To give a dear view of the moral 
standard set up by the theory, much more requires to 
be said; in' particular, what things it includes in the 
ideas of pidn and pleasure, and to what extent this is 
left an open question. But these supplementary expla- 
nations do not affect the theory of life on which this 
theory of morality is grounded, — * namely, that pleas- 
ure, and freedom from pain, are the only things desira- 
ble as ends ; and that alt desirable things (which are 
as numerous in the utilitarian as in any other scheme) 
are desirable either for the pleasure inherent in them- 

• The Mitiior of tbte oaMjr hat nwoa Amt beli«?iiig himself to b« the 
Snt penoa who brooght the wwd ** vtilitarian** bito vee. He did not ioTent 
it, bai adopted it ftom « peeeing exprenion in Mr. Gilt's AnmOe of the 
Parish. After using it as a designation for sereial yean, he and others 
abandoned it flmn a growing dislike to an/ thing resembling a badge or 
watchwofd of sectarian disthiotioQ.* Bnt as a name ibr one single opinion, 
not a est of ophiions,— to denote the recognition of ntlli^ as a standard, 
net anjr portienlar way of applying it,— the term suppliee a want in the 
laagnage, and edbn, bi nuu^ eases, a eoa?miiont mods of avoiding tirseome 
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•dyes, or as meanB to the promotioii of pleasure and the 
prevention of pain. 

Now, audi a theory of life exdtes in many minds, 
and among them in some of the most estunable in fed- 
ing and purpose, inveterate didike. To suppose that 
life has (as tfaej express it) no higher end than pleasure, 
— no better and nobler object of dedre and pursuit, — 
they designate as utterly mean and grovelling ; as a 
doctrine worthy only of swine, to whom the followers of 
Epicurus were, at a very early period, contemptuoudy 
likened : and modem holders of the doctrine are ooca- 
dondly made the subject of equdly polite comparisons 
by its German, French, and English assailants. 

When thus attacked, the Epicureans have dways 
answered, that it is not they, but their accusers, who 
represent human nature in a degrading light, since the 
accusation supposes human bdngs to be capable of 
no pleasures except those of which swine are capable. 
If this suppodtion were true, the chaige could not be 
gdnsdd, but would then be no longer an imputation ; 
for, if the sources of pleasure were predsdy the same 
to human bdngs and to swine, the rule of life which 
is good enough for the one would be good enough for 
the other. The comparison of the Epicurean life .to 
*that of beasts is felt as degrading, precisdy because a 
beast^s pleasures do not satisfy a human being^s con- 
ceptions of happiness. Human - beings have feculdes 
more devated than the animd appetites; and, when 
once made consdous of them, do not regard any thing 
as happiness which does not indude their gratification. 
I do not, indeed, consider the Epicureans to have been 
by any means faultless in drawing out thdr scheme of 
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consequences from the utilitarian prjndple. To do 
this in any sufficient manner^ many Stoic as well as 
Christian elements require to be included. But there 
is no known Epicurean theory of life which does not 
assign to the pleasures of the intellect, of the feelings 
and imagination, and of the moral sentiments, a much 
higher value as pleasures than to those of mere sensa- 
tion. It must be admitted, however, that fitilitarian 
writers in general have placed the superiority of mental 
over bodily pleasures chiefly in the greater permanency, 
safety, uncostliness, Ac., of the former, — that is, in 
their circumstantial advantages rather than in their 
intrinsic nature. And, on all these points, utilitarians 
have fiiUy proved their case ; but they might have taken 
the other, and, as it may be called, higher ground, 
with entire consistency. It is quite compatible with 
the principle of utility to recognize the fact, that some 
kinds of pleasure are more desirable and more valua- 
ble than others. It would be absurd, tiiat' while, in 
estimatmg all other things, quality is C(msidered as well 
as quantity, the estimation of pleasures should be sup- 
posed to depend on quantity alone. 

If I am asked what I mean by difference of quality 
in pleasures, or what makes one pleasure more valuable 
than another, merely as a pleasure, except its being 
greater in amount, there is but one possible answer. 
Of two pleasures, if there be one to wUch all or almost 
all who have experience of both give a decided prefer- « 
ence, irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to 
prefer it, tiiat is the more desirable pleasure. K one t 
of the two is, by those who are competentiy acquainted 
with both, placed so far above the other tiiat they pre- 
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fer it, even though knowing it to be attended with a 
greater amount of diaoontenti and would not resign it 
for any quantity of the other pleasure which their nature 
is capable of, we are justified in ascribing to the pre- 
ferred etyoyment a superiority in quality, so far out^ 
weighing quantity, as to render it, in comparison, of 
small account. 

Now, it is an unquestionable fiust, that those who are 
equally acquamted with and equally capable of appre- 
ciating and eqjoying both do give a most marked 
preference to the manner of existence which employs 
their higher faculties. Few human creatures would 
consent to be changed into any of the lower animals, 
for a promise of the fullest allowance of a beast's pleas- 
ures : no intelligent human being would consent to be 
a, fool, no instructed person would be an ignoramus, no 
person of feeling and conscience would be selfish and 
base, even though they should be persuaded that the 
fool, the dunce, or the rascal is better satisfied with his 
lot than they are with theirs. They would not resign 
what they possess more than he for the most complete 
satisfaction of all the desires which they have in com- 
mon with him. If they erer fancy they would, it is 
only in cases of unhi^piness so extreme, that, to escape 
from it, they would exchange their lot for almost any 
other, however undesirable in their own eyes. A being 
of higher fSusulties requires more to make him happy, is 
capable probably of more acute sufiering, and certainly 
accessible to it at more points, than one of an inferior 
type; but, in spite of these liabilities, he can never 
really wirii to sink into what he feels to be a lower 
grade of existence. We may give what explanation 
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• 

we please of this anwiUmgnees ; we may attribute it to 
pride, a name which is given indificriminatelj to some 
of the most and to some of the least estimaJble feelings 
of which mankind, are capable ; we majr refer it to the 
love of liberty and persomil independence, — an appeal 
to which was with the Stoics one of the most effective 
means for the inculcation of it ; to the love of power, 
or to the love of excitement, both of which do really 
enter into and contribute to it : but its most appropriate 
i^pelladon is a sense of dignity, which all human beings 
possess in one form or other, and in some, though by no 
means in exact, proportion to their higher faculties, and 
which is so essential a part of the happiness of those in 
whom it is strong, that nothing which conflicts with it 
oould be, otherwise than momentarily, an object of 
desire to them. Whoever supposes that this preference 
takes place at a sacrifice of happiness ; that the supe- 
rior bcdng, in any thing like equal circumstances, is not 
happier than the inferior, — confounds the two very dif- 
ferent ideas of happiness and content. It is indisputable, 
that the bdng whose capacities of enjoymait are low has 
the greatest chance of having them , fully satisfied ; and 
a highly endowed being will always feel that any happi- 
ness which he can look for, as the world is constituted, 
is imperfect. But he can learn to bear its imperfeo- 
tions, if th^ are at all bearable ; and th^ will not 
make him envy the being who is indeed unconscious of 
the imperfections, but only because he feels not at all 
the good which those imperfections qualify. It is bet- 
ter to be a human bdng dissatisfied, than a pig satisfied ; 
better to be Socrates dissatisfied, than a fool satisfied. 
And if the fool or the pig are of a different opinion, it 
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i» becMiM tb^ only know their own aide of tlie qnes- 
don. The other jMurty to the oompuiion knows both 
sides. 

It may be objected, that many who are capable of die 
hi^er pleasures, oooasioually, under the influence of 
temptation, postpone them to the lower. But this is 
quite compatible with a fiill appreciation of the intrinsic 
superiority of the higher. Men often, from infirmity 
of character, make their election for the nearer good^ 
though they know it to be the less valuable, and this no 
less when the choice is between two bodily pleasures than 
when it is between bodily and mental. They pursue 
sensual indulgences to the injury of health, though per-> 
foctly aware that health is the greater good. It may be 
further objected, that many who begin with youdifiil 
enthusiasm for every thing noble, as they advance in 
years sink into indolence and selfishness. But I do 
not believe that those who undergo this very common 
change voluntarily choose the lower description of pleas- 
ures in preforenoe to the higher. I believe, that, before 
they devote themselves exclusively to the one, they have 
already become incapable of the other. C^Mcity for the 
nobler feelings is in most natures a very tender plants 
easily killed, not only by hostile influences, but by mere 
want of sustenance ; and, in the miyoriQr of young per- 
sons, it speedily dies away if the occupations to which 
their jxMition in life has devoted them, and the society 
into which it has thrown them, are not favorable to 
keeping that higher capacity in exercise. Men lose their 
high aspirations as they lose their inteUectual tastes, 
because they have not time or opportunity for iodulging 
them ; and they addict themselves to inferior pleasures. 
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sot because they deliberatelj prefer them, bnt because 
they are either the only ones to which thejr have access, 
or the only ones which they are any longer capable of 
enjoying. It may be questioned, whether any one, who 
has remained equally susceptible to both classes of pleas- 
ures, ever knowingly and calmly preferred the lower ; 
though many in all ages have broken down in an inef- 
fectual attempt to combine both. 

From this verdict of the only competent judges, I 
apprehend there can be no appeal. On a question, 
which is the best worth having of two pleasures, or 
which of two modes of existence is the most grateful 
to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes and from 
its consequences, the judgment of those who are quali- 
fied by knowledge of both, or, if they differ, that of the 
majority among them, must be admitted as final. And 
there needs be the less hesitation to accept this judg- 
ment respecting the quality of pleasures, since there is 
no other tribunal to be referred to even on the question 
of quantity. What means are there of determining 
which is the acutest of two pains, or the intensest of 
two pleasurable sensations, except the general suffrage 
of those who are familiar with both? Neither pains 
nor pleasures are homogeneous, and pain is always 
heterogeneous with pleasure. What is there to decide 
whether a particular pleasure is worth purchasing at 
the cost of a particular pain, except the feelings and 
judgment of the experienced? When, therefore, those 
Jeelings and judgment declare the pleasures derived from 
the higher faculties to be preferable in hind^ apart 
from the question of intensity, to those of which the 
animal nature, disjoined firom the higher faculties, is 
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wiaceptiUe, thcgr ue entitled on this subject to the i 
regsrd* 

I have dwelt on this point, us being a neoessarjr port 
of a perfectly just conception of Utility or Happiness, 
considered as the directive rule of human conduct. 
But it is by no means an indispensable condition to the 
acceptance of the utilitarian standard ; for that standard 
is not the agent's own greatest happiness, but the 
greatest amount of happiness altogether : and, if it may 
possibly be doubted whether a noble character is always 
the happier for its nobleness, there can be no doubt 
that it makes other people happier, and that the world 
in general is immensely a gainer by it. Utilitarianism, 
therefore, could only attain its end by the general culti- 
vation of nobleness of character, even if each individual 
were only benefited by the nobleness of others, and his 
own, so fiur as happiness is concerned, were a sheer deduo- 
tion from the benefit. But the bare enuncnation of such 
an absurdity as this last renders refutation superfluous. 

According to the Greatest-happiness Frindple, as 
above explained, the ultimate end, with reference to and 
for the sake of which all other things are desirable 
(whether we are considering our own good or that of 
other people), is an existence exempt as far as possible 
from pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments, both 
in point of quantity and qualiQr ; the test of quality, 
and the rule for measuring it against quantity, being 
the preference felt by those, who in their opportunities 
of experience, to which must be added their habits of 
self-consciousness and self-observation, are best fur- 
nished with the means of comparison. This, bei^g, 
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according to the utilitarian opinion, the end of human 
action, is necessarilj also the standard of moralitj: 
which may accordingly be defined, the rules and pre- 
cepts for human conduct, by the observance of which 
an existence such as has been described might be, to 
the greatest extent possible, secured to all mankind; 
and not to them only, but, so far as the nature of things 
admits, to the whole sentient creation. 

Agamst this doctrine, however, arises another class 
of objectors, who say that happiness, in any form, can- 
not be the rational purpose of human life and action ; 
because, in the first place, it is unattainable : and they 
oontemptously ask. What right hast thou to be happy? 
a question which Mr. CSarlyle clinches by the addition. 
What right, a short time ago, hadst thou even to bef 
Next, they say that men can do toithaut happiness; 
that all noble human beings have felt this, and could 
not have become noble but by learning the lesson of 
Entsagen, or renunciation; which lesson, thoroughly 
learnt and submitted to, they afiirm to be the begin- 
ning and necessary condition of all virtue. 

The first of these objections wpuld go to the root of 
the matter, were it well founded ; for, if no happiness is 
to be had at all by human bdngs, the attamment of it 
cannot be the end of moraliQr, or of any rational con- 
duct. Though, even in that case, something might 
still be SMd for the utilitarian theory; since utility 
indudes not solely the pursuit of happiness, but the 
prevention or mitigation of unhappiness : and, if the 
former aim be chimerical, there will be all the greater 
scope and more imperative need for the latter, so long 
at least as mankind think fit to live, and do not take 
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refuge in the aimiiltaneoiis act of auidde reoommeiided 
under certain conditions bj Novalts. When, however, 
it is thus positiyelj asserted to be impossible that human 
life should be happy, the assertion, if not something 
like a verbal quibble, is at least an exaggeration. If 
by happiness be meant a continui^ of highly pleasura- 
ble excitement, it is evident enough that this is impos- 
sible. A state of exalted pleasure lasts only moments, 
or in some cases, and with some intermissbns, hours 
or days ; and is the occasional brilliant flash of enjoy- 
ment, not its permanent and steady flame. Of this the 
philosophers who have taught that happiness is the end 
of life were as fiilly aware as those who taunt them. 
The happiness which they meant was not a life of rap- 
ture, but moments of such, in an existence made up 
of few and transitory pains, many and various pleas- 
ures, with a decided predominance of the active over 
the passive, and having, as the foundation of the whole, 
not to expect more from life than Jt is capable of be- 
stowing. A life thus composed, to those who have 
been fortunate enough to obtain it, has always appeared 
worthy of the name of ^happiness.'' And such an 
existence is even now the lot of many, during some con- 
siderable portion of their lives. The present vrretched 
education and wretched social arrangements are the only 
real hinderance to its being attainable by almost all. 

The objectors, perhaps, may doubt whether human 
beings, if taught to consider happiness as the end of 
life, would be satisfied with such a moderate share of it. 
But great numbers of mankind have been satisfied with 
much less. The main constituents of 4i satisfied life 
appear to be two, either of which by itself is often 
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found suffident for the purpose, — tranquillity and excite- 
ment. With much tranquillity, many find that they 
can be content with yery little pleasure; with much 
ezdtementy many dn reooncOe themselves to a consid- 
erable quantity of pain. There is assuredly no inherent 
impossibility in enabling even the mass of mankind to 
unite both ; since the two are so far from being incom- 
patible, that they are in natural alliance ; the prolonga- 
tion of either being a preparation for, and exciting a 
wish for, the other. It is only those in whom indolence 
' amounts to a vice, that do not desire excitement after an 
interval of repose ; it is only those in whom the need 
of exdtement is a disease, that feel the tranquillity which 
follows excitement dull and insipid, instead of pleasura^ 
ble in direct proportion to the exdtement which pre- 
ceded it. When people who are tolerably fortunate 
in their outward lot do not find in life sufHdent enjoy- 
ment to make it valuable to them, the cause generally 
is, caring for nobody but themselves. To those who 
have ndther public nor private affSsctions, the exdte- 
ments of life are much curtailed, and, in any case, 
dwindle in value as the time approaches when all selfish 
interests must be terminated by death ; while those who 
leave after them objects of personal affection, and espe- 
cially those who have also cultivated a fellow-feding 
with the collective interests of mankind, retain as lively 
an interest in life on the eve of death as in the vigor of 
youth and health. Next to selfishness, the principal 
cans0 which makes life unsatisfactory is want of mental 
mdtivation, A cultivated likind — I do not mean diat 
of a j>hflosopher, but any mind to which the fountains 
of knowledge have been opened, and which has been 
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taught, in any tolerable degree, to exercise its faculties 
— finds sources of inexhaustible interest in all that sur> 
rounds it ; in the objects of nature, .the achievements of 
art, the imaginations of poetiy, the incidents of history^ 
the ways of mankind past and present, and their pros- 
pects in the future. It is possible, indeed, to become 
indifferent to all this, and that, too, without haying ex- 
hausted a thousandth part of it ; but only when one has 
had from the banning no moral or human interest in 
these things, and has sought in them only the gratific»> 
tion of curiosity. 

Now, there is absolutely no reason in the nature of 
things why an amount of mental culture sufficient to 
give an intelligent interest in these objects of contem- 
plation should not be the inheritance of every one bom 
in a civilised countiy. As little is there an inherent 
necessity that any human being should be a selfish ego- 
tist, devoid of every feeling or care but those which cen- 
tre in Ms own miserable individuality. Something far 
superior to this is sufficiently common even now to give 
ample earnest of what the human species may be made. 
Grenuine private affections, and a sincere interest in the 
public good, are possible, thouj^ in unequal degrees, to 
every rightly brought up human being. In a world in 
which there is so much to interest, so much to enjoy, 
and so much also to correct and improve, every one 
who has this moderate amount of moral and intellectual 
requisites is capable of an existence which may be called 
enviable ; and unless such a person, through bad laws, 
or subjection to the will of others, is denied the liberty 
to use the sources of happiness within his reach, he will 
not fail to find this enviable existence, if he escape the 
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positive evila x>f life, the great sources of physical and 
mental suffering, — such as indigence, disease, and the 
unkindness, worthlessness, or premature loss, of objects 
of i^ection. The main stress of the problem lies, 
therefore, in the contest with these calamities, from 
which it is a rare good fortune entirely to escape; 
which, as things now are, cannot be obviated, and often 
cannot be, in any material degree, mitigated. Yet no 
one, whose opinion deserves a moment's consideration, 
can doubt that most of the great positive evils of the 
world are in themselves removable, and will, if human 
affiiirs continue to improve, be in the end reduced 
within narrow limits. Poverty, in any sense implying 
suffering, may be completely extinguished by the wis- 
dom of society, combined with the good sense and 
providence of individuals. Even that most intractable 
of enemies, disease, may be indefinitely reduced in 
dimensions by good physical and moral education, and 
proper control of noxious influences ; while the progress 
of sdence holds out a promise for the future of still 
more direct conquests over this detestable foe» And 
every advance in th|it direction, relieves us from some, 
not only of the chances which cut short our own lives, 
but, what concerns us still more, which deprive us of 
those in whom our happiness is wrapped up. As for 
vicissitudes of fortune, and other disappointments con- 
nected with worldly circumstances, these are prindpally 
the efiect eith^ of gross imprudence, of ill-regulated 
desires, or of bad or imperfect social institutions. All 
the grand sources, in short, of human suffering, are in 
a great degree,, many of them almost entirely, oonquera- 
ble by human care and effort: and though thdr removal 
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k grieroualj alow ; though a long miooeBsion of geno* 
rations will perish in the breach before the conqueet ia 
oompleted, and this world becomes all that, if will and 
knowledge were not wantmg, it might easOj be made,— 
yet eveij mind suflSeiently intelligent and generous to 
bear a part, however small and unconspieuoos, in the 
endeavor, will draw a noble enjoyment from the contest 
itself, which he would not, for any bribe in the form nS 
selfish indulgence, consent to be without. . 

And this leads to the true estimation of what is said 
by the objectors concerning the possibility and the obli- 
gation of learning to do without happiness. Unques- 
tionably, it is possible to do without happiness : it is 
done involuntarily 1^ nineteen-twentieths of mankind, 
even in those parts of our present worid which are least . 
deep in barbarism; and it often has to be done volun- 
tarily by the hero or the martyr, for the sake of some- 
thing which he priies more than his individual happiness. 
But this something — what is it, unless the happiness 
of others, or some of the requisites of happiness? It 
is noble to be capable of resigning entirely one's own 
portion of happiness, or chances of it : but, after all, 
this self-sacrifice must be for some end ; it is not its 
own end ; and if we are told that its end is not h^>pi- 
ness, but virtue, which is better than happiness, I ask. 
Would the sacrifice be made if the hero or martyr did 
not believe that it would earn for others immunity firom 
similar sacrifices? Would it be made if he thought 
that his renunciation of happiness for himself would 
produce no fruit for any of hid ftllow-creatures but to 
make their lot like his, and place them also in the oon- 
didon of persons who have renounced happiness ? All 
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-h<mor to those who can abnegate for tliemselves the 
personal enjoyment of life, when by such renunciation 
they contribute worthily to increase the amount of hap- 
piness in the world ; but he who does it, or professes to 
do it, for any other purpose, is no« more descrying of 
admiration than the ascetic mounted on his pillar. He 
may be an inspiriting proof of what men can do, but 
assuredly not an example of what they should. 

Thou^ it is only 4n a rexy imperfect state of the 
world's arrangements that any one can best serve 
the happiness of others by the absolute sacrifice of his 
own, yet, so long as the world is in that imperfect state, 
I fully acknowledge that the readiness to make such a 
sacrifice is the highest virtue which can be fouud in man. 
I will add, that in this condition of the world, paradox- 
ical as the assertion may be, the conscious ability to do 
without happiness gives the best prospect of realizing 
such happiness as is attainable. For nothing except 
that Consciousness can raise a person above the chances 
of life, by making him feel, that, let fate and fortune do 
their worst, they have not power to subdue him ; which, 
once felt, frees him firom excess of anxiety concerning 
the evils of life, and enables him, like many a Stoic in 
the worst times of the Boman Empire, to cultivate 
in tranquillity the sources of satisfaction accessible to 
him, without concerning himself about the uncertainty of 
thor duration, any more than about their inevitable end. 

Meanwhile, let utilitarians never cease to claim the 
morality of self-^votion as a possession which belongs 
by as good a right to them as either to the Stoic or to the 
Transoendentalist. The utilitarian morality does rec- 
ognise in human beings the power of sacrificing their 
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own greatest good for the good of others. It only 
refuses to admit that the sacrifioe is itself a good. A 
sacrifice which does not increase, or tend to increase, the 
sum total of happiness, it considers as wasted.. The 
only self-renunciation which it applauds is devotion to 
the happiness, or to some of the means of happiness, of 
others, either of mankind collectively, or of individuals 
within the limits imposed by the collective interests of 
mankind. 

I must again repeat, what the assailants of utilita- 
rianism seldom have the justice to acknowledge, that 
the happiness which forms the utilitarian standard of 
what is right in conduct is not the agent's own happi- 
ness, but that of all concerned ; aa, between his own 
happiness and that of others, utilitarianism requires him 
to be aa strictly impartial as a disinterested and benevo- 
lent spectator. In the golden rule of Jesus of Naaareth, 
we read the complete spirit of the ethics of utility. To 
do aa you would be done by, and to love your neighbor 
as yourself, constitute the ideal perfection of utilita- 
rian morality. As the means of making the nearest 
approach to this ideal, utility would enjoin, first, that 
laws and social arrangements should place the happi- 
ness or (as, speaking practically, it may be called) the 
interest of every individual as nearly as possible in har- 
mony with the interest of the whole ; and, secondly, that 
education and opinion, which have so vast a power over 
human character, should so use that power as to estab-^ 
lish in the mind of every individual an indissoluble 
association between his own happiness and the good of 
the whole, — especially between his own happiness, and 
the practice of such modes of conduct, nq;ative and'pos- 
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- itive, as regard for the universal happmess prescribes^ — 
so that not only he may be unable to oonoeive die possi- , 
bili^ of happiness to himself, consistently with conduct 
opposed to the general good, but also that a direct im- 
pulse to promote the general good may be in every 
individual one of the habitual motives of action, and the 
sentiments connected therewith may fill a large and 
prominent place in every human being's sentient exist- 
ence. If the impugners of the utilitarian - morality 
represented it to their own minds in this its true char- 
acter, I know not what* recommendation possessed by 
any other morality they could possibly aiBrm to be 
wanting to it; what more beautiful or more exalted 
developments of human nature any other ethical system 
can be supposed to foster ; or what springs of action, 
not accessible to the utilitarian, such systems rely on for 
giving effect to their mandates. 

The objectors to utilitarianism cannot always be 
charged with representing it in a discreditable light. 
On the contrary, diose among them who entertain any 
thing like a just idea of its disinterested duuracter 
sometimes find fault with its standard as being too high 
for humanity. They say it is exactmg too much to re- 
quire that people shall always act firom the inducement 
of promoting die general interests of society. But this 
is to mistake the very meaning of a standard of morals, 
and confound the rule of action with the motive of it. 
It is the busmess of ediics to tell us what ar^ our duties, 
or by what test we may know diem ; but no system of 
ethics requires that die sole modve of all we do shall be 
a feeling of duty : on the contrary, ninety-nine hun- 
dredths of all our actions are done from other modves. 
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and rightly so done, if the rule of datjr does not oon- 
demn them. It is the more unjust to utilitarianism 
that this particular misapprehension should be made a 
ground of objection to it, inasmuch as utilitarian moral- 
ists have gone beyond almost all others in aflSrming that 
the motive has nothing to do with the morality of the 
action, though much with the worth of tiie agent. He 
who saves a fellow-creature from drowning does what is 
morally right, whether his motive be duty, or the hope 
of being paid for lus trouble : he who betrays the friend 
that trusts him is guOty of a crime, even if his object 
be to serve another friend to whom he is under greater 
obligations. But to speak only of actions done from 
the motive of duty, and in direct obedience to principle : 
it is a misapprehension of the utilitarian mode of tiiought 
to conceive it as implying that people should fix their 
minds upon so wide a generality as the world or society 
at large. The great majority of good actions are in- 
tended, not for the benefit of the world, but for that of 
individuals, of which the good of the world is made up ; 
and the thoughts of the most virtuous'man need not on 
these occasions travel beyond the particular persons con- 
cerned, except so far as ui necessary to assure himself, 
that, in benefiting them, he is not violating the rights 
— that is, the legitimate and authorized expectations — 
of any one else. The multiplication of happiness is,^ 
according to the utilitarian ethics, the object of virtue : 
the occasions oh whidi any person (except one in a thou- 
sand) has it in his power to do this on an extended scale 
— in other words, to be a public benefSMStor — are but 
exceptional ; and on tiiese* occasions alone is he called on 
to consider public utility : in every other case, private 
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utility, the interest or happiness of some few persons, 
is all he has to attend to. Those alone, the influence 
of whose actions extends to society in general, need con- 
cern themselves habitually about so large an object* In 
the case of abstinences indeed, — of things which people 
forbear to do from moral considerations, though the con? 
. sequences in the particular case might be beneficial, — it 
would be unworthy of an intelligent agent not to be 
consciously aware that the action is of a dass, which, if 
practised generally, would be generally injurious, and 
that this is the ground of the obligation to abstain from 
it. The amount of regard for the public interest implied 
in this recognition is no greater than is demanded by 
every system of morals ; for they all eiyoin to abstain 
£rom whatever is manifestly pernicious to society. 

The same considerations dispose of another reproach 
against the doctrine of utility, founded on a still grosser 
misconception of the purpose of a standard of morality, 
and of the very meaning of the words "^right** and 
" wrong.'' It is often aflirmed, that utilitarianism ren- 
ders men cold and unsympathizing ; that it chills their 
moral feelings towards individuals ; that it makes them 
regard only die dry and hard consideration of the conse- 
quences of actions, not taking into their moral estimate 
the qualities from which those actions emanate. If the 
assertion means that they do not allow th^r judgment 
respecting the Hghtness or wrongness of an action to be 
influenced by their opinion of the qualities of the person 
who does it, this is a complamt, not against utilitarian- 
ism, but against having any standard of morality at all : 
for certainly no known ethical standard decides an action 
to be good or bad because it is done by a good or a bad 
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num ; stall less becMiae done by an amiable, a biavei or 
a benevolent man, or tbe contraxy. These oooaden- 
tions are relevant, not to the estimation of actions, but 
of persons ; and there is nothing in the utilitarian theoiy 
inoonsistent with the fact, that there are other things 
which interest us in persons besides the tightness and 
wrongness of their actions. The Stoics indeed, with 
the paradoxical misuse of language which was part of 
their system, and by which they strove to raise them- 
selves above all concern about any thing but virtue, 
were fond of saying, that he who has that, has every 
thing; that he, and only he, is ridi, is beautiful, is a 
long. But no daim of this description is made for the 
virtuous man by the utilitarian doctrine. Utilitarians 
are quite aware that there are other desirable possessions 
and qualities besides virtue, and are perfectly willing to 
allow to all of them their foil wordi. They are also 
aware that a right action does not necessarily indicate a 
virtuous character ; and that actions which are Uamable 
often proceed from qualities entitled to praise. When 
this is apparent in any particular case, it modifies their 
estimation, not certainly of the act, but of the agent. 
I grant that they are, notwithstanding, of opinion, that, 
in the long-run, the best proof of a good character is good 
actions ; and resolutely refose to consider any mental 
disposition as good, of which the predominant tendency 
is to produce bad conduct. This makes them unpopular 
with many people : but it is an unpopularity which they 
must share with every one who regards the distinction 
between right and wrong in a serious light ; and the 
reproach is not one which a conscientious utilitarian 
need be anxious to repel. 
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** If no more be meant bj the objection 'than that many 
utilitarians look on the morality of actions, as measured 
bj the utilitarian standard, with too exclusive a regard, 
and do not lay sufficient stress upon the other beauties 
of character which go towards nmking a human being 
lovable or admirable, this may be admitted. Utili- 
tarians who have cultivated their moral feelings, but 
not their sympathies nor their artistic perceptions, do 
fidl into this mistake; and so do all other' moralists 
under the same conditions. What can be said in excuse 
fi>r other moralists is equally available for them ; namely, 
that, if there is to be any error, it is better that it should 
be on that side. As a matter of fact, we may affirm 
that among utilitarians, as among adherents of other 
systems, there is every imaginable degree of rigidity 
and of laxi^ in the application of their standard : some 
are even puritanically rigorous, while others are as 
indulgent as can possibly be desired by sinner or by 
sentimentalist. But, on the whole, a doctrine which 
brings prominently forward the interest that mankind 
have in the repression and prevention of conduct which 
violates the moral law, is likely to be inferior to no 
other in turning the sanctions of opinion against such 
violations. It is true, the question. What does violate 
the moral law? is one on which those who recognize 
different standainds of morality are likely now and then 
to differ. But difference of opinion on moral questions 
was not first introduced into the world by ntilitananism ; 
while that doctnne does mpply, if not always an easy, 
at all events a tangible and intelligible, mode of deciding . 
anoh differences. 



yGoogk 



ITS KKAmSG. ' 329 

It may not be stiperflaous to notice a few more of 
the common miBapprehensione of utilitaruui ^iucs, even 
thoee which are so obTious and gross that it might 
appear impossible for any person of candor and intelli- 
gence to fall into them ; since persons even of consider- 
able mental endowments often give themselves so little 
trouble to understand the bearings of any opinioa 
against which they entertain a prejudice, and men are in 
general so little conscious of this yoluntary ignorance as 
a defect, that the vulgarest misunderstandings of ethical 
doctrines are continually met with in the deliberate 
writings of persons of the greatest pretensions both to 
high principle and to philosophy. We not uncommonly 
hear the doctrine of utility inveighed against as a godless 
doctrine. If it be necessary to say any thing at all 
against so mere an assumption, we may say that the 
question depends upon what idea we have formed of 
the moral character of the Deity. If it be a true belief, 
that God desires, above all things, the happiness of his 
creatures, and that this was his purpose in their crea- 
tion, utility is not only not a godless doctrine, but more 
profoundly religious than any other. If it be meant 
that utilitarianism does not recognize the revealed will 
of God as the supreme law of morals, I answer, that 
an utilitarian, who believes in the perfect goodness and 
wisdom of God, necessarily believes that whatever God 
has thought fit to reveal on the subject of morals must 
fulfil the requirements of utility in a supreme degree. 
But others besides utilitarians have been of opinion, 
that the Christian revelation was intended, and is fitted, 
to inform the hearts and minds of mankind with a spirit 
which should enable them to find for themselves what ia 
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right, and incline them to do it when found, rather than 
to tell them, except in a vexy general way, what It is ; 
and that we need a doctrine of ethics, carefully followed 
out, to interpret to us the will of God. Whether this 
opinion is correct or not, it is superfluous here to dis* 
cuss; since whatever aid religion, either natural or 
revealed, can afford to ethical investigation, is as open 
to the utilitarian moralist as to any other. He can use 
it as the testimony of Grod to the usefulness or hurtful— 
ness of any given course of action, by as good a right 
as others can use it for the indication of a transcendental 
law, having no connection with usefulness or with hap- 
piness. 

Again : Utility is often summarily stigmatized as an 
immoral doctrine by giving it the name of Expediency, 
and, taking advantage of the popular use of that term, 
to contrast it with Principle. But the Expedient, in the 
sense in which it is opposed to the Bight, generally 
means that which is expedient for the particular interest 
of the agent himself; as when a minister sacrifices the 
interests of his country to keep himself in place. When 
it means any thmg better thaii this, it means that which 
is expedient for some immediate object, some temporary 
purpose, but which violates a rule whose observance is 
expedient in a much higher degree. The Expedient, in 
this sense, instead of being the same thing with the 
useful, is a branch of the hurtful. Thus it would often 
be expedient, for the purpose of getting over some 
momentaxy embarrassment, or attaining some object 
immediately useful to ourselves or others, to tell a lie. 
But inasmuch as the cultivation in ourselves of a sen- 
sitive feeling on the subject of veradty ii one of the 
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most useftd, and the enfteblement of that feeling one 
of the most hurtful, things to which our omduct can be 
instrumental ; and inasmuch as anj, even unintentional^ 
deviation from truth does that much towards weaken- 
ing the trustworthiness of human assertion, which is not 
only the principal support of all present social well- 
being, but the insufficiency of which does more than any 
one thing that can be named to ke^ back diilindon, 
virtue, every thing on which human happiness on the 
largest scale depends, — we feel that the violation, for a 
present advantage, of a rule of such transcendent expe- 
diency, is not expedient ; and that he, who, tor the sake 
of a convenience to himself or to some other individual, 
does what depends on him to deprive mankind of the 
good, and inflict upon them the evil, involved in the 
greater or less reliance which thej can place in eadi 
other's word, acts the part of one of their worst enemies. 
Yet that even this rule, sacred as it is, admits of posd- 
ble exceptions, is acknowledged bj all moralists; .the 
chief of which is, when the withholding of some &ct (as 
of information from a malefactor, or of bad news from a 
person dangerously ill) would save an individual (espe- 
cially an individual other than one's 'self ) from great 
and unmerited evil, and when the withholding can only 
be effected by denial. But in order that the exception 
may not extend itself beyond the need, and may have the 
least possible effect in weakening reliance on veracity, 
it ought to be recognized, and, if possible, its limits 
defined ; and, if the principle of utility is good for any 
thing, it must be good for wei^^iing these conflicting 
utilities against one another, and marking out the region 
within which one or the other preponderates. 
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Again : defendora of utility often find themselves called 
upon to reply to such objections as this, — that there is 
sot time, previous to action, for calcidating and weigh- 
ing the effects of any line of conduct on the general 
happiness. This is exactly as if any one were to say 
that it is impossible to guide our conduct by Chris- 
tianity, because there is not time, on every occasion on 
which any thing has to be done, to sead through the 
Old and New Testaments. The answer to the objection 
IS, that there has been, ample time ; namely, the whole 
past duration of the human spedes. During all that 
time, mankind have been learning by experience the ten- 
dencies of actions, on whidi experience all the prudence 
as well as all the morality of life are dependent. People 
talk as if the commencement of this course of experience 
had hitherto been put off*, and as if, at the moment 
when some man feels tempted to meddle with the prop- 
erty or life of another, he had to begin considering for 
the first time whether murder and theft are injurious to 
human happiness. Even then, I do not think that he 
would find the question very puzzling; but, at all 
events, the matter is now done to his hand. It is truly 
a whimsical supposition, that, if mankind were agreed 
in considering utility to be the test of morality, they 
would remain without any agreement as to what ts 
useful, and would take no measures for having their 
notions on the subject taught to the young, and enforced 
by law and opinion. There is no difiiculty in proving, 
any ethical standard whatever to work iU, if we suppose 
universal idiocy to be conjoined with it : but, on any 
hypothesis short of that, mankind must by this time 
have acquired positive beliefii as to the effects of some 
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actions on their happiness ; and the beliefii which have 
thus come down are the rules of morality for the multi- 
tude, and for the philosopher, until he has succeeded in 
finding better. That philosophers might easily do this, 
eren now, on many subjects ; that the received code of 
ethics is by no means of divine right ; and that mankind 
have still mudi to learn as to the effects of actions on 
the general happiness, — I admit, or, rather, earnestly 
maintain. The corollaries from the prindple of utility, 
like the precepts of every practical art, admit of indefi« 
nite improvement ; and, in a progressive state of the 
human mind, their improvement is perpetually going 
on. But to consider the rules of morality as improva- 
ble is one thing ; to pass over the intermediate generali- 
zations entirely, and endeavor to test each individual 
action directly by the first principle, is another. It is a 
strange notion, that the acknowledgment of a first prin- 
ciple is inconsistent with the admission of secondary 
ones. To inform a traveller respecting the place of lus 
ultimate destination is not to forbid the use of land- 
marks and direction-posts on the way. The proposition 
that happiness is the end and aim of morality does not 
mean that no road ou^t to be laid down to that goal, or 
that persons going thither should not be advised to take 
one direction rather than another. Men really ought to 
leave off talking a kind of nonsense on this subject 
which they would neither talk nor listen to on odier 
matters of practical concernment. ^ Nobody argues that 
the art of navigation is not founded on astronomy, 
because sailors cannot wait to calculate the **Nautical 
Almanac.'' Being rational creatures, they go to sea 
with it ready calculated ; and all rational creatures go 
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out upon the sea of life with their minda made up on 
the conunon queations of right and wrongs as well as 
on many of the far more difficult questions of wise.and 
foolish. And this, as long as foresight is a human 
quality, it is to be presumed thqr will continue to do. 
"Whatever we adopt as the fundamental principle of 
morality, we require subordinate principles to apply it 
by : the impossibility of doing without them, being 
common to all systems, can afford no argument against 
any one in particular ; but gravely to argue as if no 
such secondary principles could be had, and as if man* 
kind had remained tUl now, and always must remain, 
without drawing any general conclusions firom the ex- 
perience of human life, is as high a pitch, I think, as 
•absurdity has ever reached in philosophical controversy. 
The remainder of the stock arguments against utili- 
tarianism mostly consist in laying to its charge the 
common infirmities of human nature, and the general 
difficulties which embarrass conscientious persons in 
shaping their course through life. We are told that an 
utilitarian will be apt to make his own particular case 
an exception to moral rules ; and, when under tempta^- 
tion, will see an utility in tlie breach of a rule greater 
than he will see in its observance. But is utility the 
only creed which is able to fiimish us with excuaea for 
evil-doing, and meana of cheating our own cohacience? 
They are afforded in abundance by all doctrinea which 
recognize aa a fiust in morala the exiatence of confficdng 
conaiderationa ; which all doctrinea do that have been 
believed by aane persona. It ia not the &ult of any 
creed, but of the complicated nature of hunuu afiaira, 
that rulea of conduct cannot be ao framed aa to require 
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no ezi^tiouB, and that hardlj any kind of action caa 
•afely be laid down as either always obligatory or 
always oondemnable. There is no ethical creed wfaidi 
does not temper the rigidity of its laws by giving a 
^ certain latitude, under the moral respons&ility of the 
agent, for accommodation to peculiarities of circum- 
stances ; and under every creed, at the opening thus 
made, self-deception and dishonest casuistry get in. 
There exists no moral system under which there do not 
arise unequivocal cases of conflicting obligation. These 
are the real difficulties ; the knotty points both in the 
theory of ethics, and in the conscientious guidance of 
personal conduct. They are overcome practically with 
greater or with less success according to the intellect 
and virtue of the individual ; but it can hardly be pre- 
tended that any one will be the less qualified for dealing 
widi.them, from possessing an ultimate standard to 
which conflicting rights and duties can be referred. If 
uldlity is the ultimate source of moral obligations, utility 
may be invoked to decide between them when their de- 
mands are incompatible. Though the application of the 
standard may be difficult, it is better than none at all : 
while in other systems, the moral laws all claiming 
independent authority, there is no common umpire en-' 
titled to interfere between them ; their claims to pre- 
cedence one over another rest on little better than 
sophistry ; and unless determined, as they generally are,* 
by the unacknowledged influence of considerations of 
uHlity, afibrd a free scope for the action of personal 
desires and partialities. We must remember that only 
in these cases of conflict between secondary principles 
is it requisite that first principles should be appealed to. 
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There U no case of moral obligation in which some 
aeoondarj principle is not involved ; and, if only one, 
there can seldom be any real doubt which one it is, in 
the mind of any person by whom the principle itself is 
recognised. 



CHAFTEB m. 
ov nn rnnuATM savotioh ov thb mxiromji ov vtilitt. 

Thb question is often asked, and properly so, in regard 
to any supposed moral standard. What is its sanc- 
tion? what are the motives to obey it? or, more speci- 
fically, what is the source of its obligation ? whence does 
it derive its binding force? It is a necessary part of 
moral philosophy to provide the answer to this question ; 
which, though frequently assuming the shape of an 
objection to the utilitarian morally, as if it had some 
special applicability to that above others, really arises 
in regard to all standards. It arises, in fact, whenever 
a person is called on to adopt a standard, or refer mo- 
rality to any basis on which he has not been accustomed 
to rest it. For the customary morally, that which 
education and opinion have Consecrated, is the only one 
which presents itself to the mind with the feeling of 
being in t <««(/* obligatory : and, when a person is asked^ 
to believe that this morality derives its obligation firom 
some general principle round which custom has not 
thrown the same halo, the assertion is to him a paradox ; 
the supposed corollaries seem to have a more binding 
force than the original theorem; the superstructure 
seems to stand better without than witii what is rep* 
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\ 
resented as its foundation. He says to himself, **I fed 
that I am bound not to rob or murder, betray or 
deoetre ; but why am I bound to promote the ^general 
happiness? If my own happiness lies in som^hing 
else, why may I not give that the preference?" 

K the view adopted by the utilitarian philosophy of 
the nature of the moral sense be correct, this di£Bcalty 
will always present itself, until the influences which 
form moral character have taken' the same hold of the 
principle which they have taken of some of the conse- 
quences ; untQ, by the improTcment of education, the 
feeling of unity with our fellow-creatures shall be (what 
it cannot be denied that Qirist intended it to be) as 
deeply rooted in our character, and, to our own con- 
sciousness, as completely a part of our nature, as the 
horror of crime is in an ordinarily well brought up 
young person. In the mean time, however, the diffi- 
* culty has no peculiar application to the doctrine of util- 
ity, but is inherent in every attempt to analyse morality, 
and reduoe it to principles ; which, unless the prindple 
is already in men's minds invested with as much sacred- 
ness as any of its applications, always seems to divest 
them of a part of dieir sanctity. ' 

The principle of utility either has, or there is no 
reason why it mi^t not have, all the sanctions which 
belong to any other system of morals. Those sanctions 
are either external or internal. Of the external sano- 
tions it is not necessary to speak at any length'. They 
are, the hope of favor and the fear of displeasure from 
our fellow-creatures, or from the Buler of the universe, 
along with whatever we may have of sympathy or 
affection for them ; or of love and awe of him, inclining * 
VOL. in. . 22 
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us to do his will independently of selfish consequences. 
There is evidently no reason why all these motives 
for observance should not attach themselves to the 
utilitarian morali^ as completely and as powerfully as 
to any other. Indeed, those of them which refer to our 
fellow-creatures are sure to do so» in proportion to the 
amount of general intelligence : for, whether there be 
any other ground of moral obligation than the general 
happmess or not» men' do desire happiness ; and, how- 
ever imperfect may be their own practice, they desire 
and commend all conduct'in others' towards themselves 
by which they think their happiness is promoted. With 
regard to the religious motive, if men believe, as most 
profess to do, in the goodness of Gh)d, those who think 
that conduciveness to the general happiness is the essence, 
or even only the criterion, of good, must necessarily 
believe that it is also that which God approves. The 
whole force, therefore, of external reward and punish*)- 
ment, whether physical or moral, and whether proceedr 
ing from God or from our fellow-men, together with 
all that the capacities of human nature admit of dis- 
interested devotion to either, .become available to enforce 
the utilitarian moralilty, in proportion as that morality 
is recognized ; and the more powerfully, the more the 
appliances of education and general cultivation are bent 
to the purpose. 

So far as to external sanctions. The internal sanction 
of duty, whatever our standard of duty may be, is one 
and the same,— a feeling* in our own mind; a pain, 
more or less intense, attendant on violation of duty, 
whidi, in properly cultivated moral natures, rises in the 
more serious cases into shrinking from it as an impossi- 
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bili^. This fedmg, when disinterested, and connect- 
ing itself with the pure idea of duty, and not with some 
particuUr form of it, or with any of the merely acces- 
sory oiroamstances, is the essence of Consdenoe : thoag^ 
in that complex phenomenon, as it actually exists, the 
simple hct is, in general, all inorusted otct with collate- 
ral associations, derived firom sympathy, from lore, and 
still more from fear ; from all the forms of religious 
feeling; fit>m the recoUections of childhood, and of 
all our past life ; from self-esteem, desire of the esteem 
of others, and occasionally even self-abasement. This 
extreme complication is, I apprehend, the origin of the 
sort of mystical character, which, by a tendency of the 
human mind of which there are many other examples, 
is apt to be attributed to the idea of moral obligation, 
and which leads people to believe that the idea cannot 
possibly attach itself to any other objects than those 
which, by a supposed mysterious law, are found in our 
present experience to excite it. Its binding force, how-* 
ever, consists in the existence of a mass of feeling 
which must be broken through in order to do what 
violates our standard of right ; and which, if we do 
nevertheless violate that standard, will probably have to 
be encountered afterwards in the form of remorse. 
MThatever theory we have of the nature or origin of 
conscience, this is what essentially constitutes it. 

The ultimate sanction, therefore, of all morality (ex- 
ternal motives apart) being a subjective feeling in our 
own minds, I see nothing embarrassing, to those whose 
standard is utility, in the question. What is the sanotiour 
of that particular standard? We may answer. The 
same as of all other moral standards, — ihe consdentioua 
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feelings of mankiiid. Undoubtedlj this sanction has no 
* binding efficaqr on those who do not possess the feelings 
it appeals to ; but neither will these persons be more 
obedient to any other moral principle than to the utili- 
tarian one. On them, morality of any kind had no 
hold but through the external sanctions. Meanwhile 
the feelings exist, — a feet in hunmn nature, the reality ' 
of which, and the great power with which they are 
capable of acting on those in whom they havebeen duly 
cultirated, are proTed.by experience. No reason has 
ever been shown why they may not be cultivated to as 
great intensity in connection with the utilitarian as with 
any other rule of morals. 

There is, I am aware, a disposition to believe that a 
person who sees in moral obligation a transcendental 
feet, an objective reality belonging to the province of 
* things in themselves,** is likely to be more obedient 
to it than one who believes it to be entirely subjective, 
having its seat in human consciousness only. But, what^ 
ever a person's opinion may be on this point of ontology, 
the force he is really urged by is his own subjective 
feeling, and is exactly measured by its strength. No 
one's belief that Duty is an objective reality is stronger 
than the belief that God is so ; yet the belief in God, 
apart from the expectation of actual reward and punish- 
ment, only operates on conduct through, and in propor- 
tion to, the subjective religious feeling. The sanction, 
so fer as it is dismterested, is always in the mind itself: 
and the notion, therefore, of the transcendental moraUsts 
must be, that this sanction will not exist m the mind, 
unless it is believed to have its root out of the mind ; 
and that if a person is able to say to himself, "^This 
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which is restnuning me, and which is called my con* 
•oience, is only a feeling in mj own mind,'* he majr 
possibly draw the conclusion, that, when the feeling 
ceases, the obligation ceases ; and that, if he find the 
feeling inconrenient, he may disregard it, and endeavor 
to get rid of It. But is this danger confined to the 
utilitarian moralx^? - Does the belief that moral obliga- 
tion has its seat outside the mind make the feeling of it 
too strong to be got rid of? The feet is so fer oiber^ 
wise, that all moralists admit and lament the ease with 
which, in the generality of minds, conscience can be 
silenced or stifled. The question. Need I obey my 
conscience? is quite as often put to themselves by per- 
sons who never heard of the principle of udli^ as by 
its adherents. Those whose conscientious feelings are 
so weak as to allow of their asking this question, if they 
answer it affirmatively, will not do so because they be- 
lieve in the transcendental theory, but because of the 
external sanctions. 

It is not necessary, for the present purpose, to decide 
whether the feeling of du^ is innate or implanted. 
Assuming it to be innate, it is an open question to what 
objects it naturally attaches itself; for the philosophic • 
supporters of that theory are now agreed that the intui- 
tive perception is of principles of monJity, and not of the 
detaOs. If there be any thing innate in the matter, I 
see no reason why the feeling which is innate should not 
be that of regard to the pleasures and pains of others. 
If there is any principle of morals which is intuitively 
obligatory, I should say it must be that. If so, the 
intuitive ethics would coincide with the utilitarian, and 
there would be no further quarrel between them. Even 
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ms it iBy the intaitiTe moralifltSy though they believe that 
there are other intuitive moral obligations, do already 
believe this to be one ; for they unanimously hold that a 
large portion of morality turns upon the oonsidemtion 
due to the interests of our fellow-creatures. . Therefore, 
if the belief in the transcendental origin of moral obliga- 
tion gives any additional efficacy to the internal sanction, 
it appears to me that the utilitarian principle has already 
the benefit of it. 

On the other hand, if , as is my own belief, the moral 
feelings are not innate, but acquired, they are not for 
that reason the less natural. It is natural to man .to 
speak, to reason, to build cities, to cultivate the ground, 
tiiough these are acquired faculties. The moral feelings 
are not indeed a part of our nature, m the sense of 
being in any perceptible degree present in all of us ; but 
this, unhappily, is a fact admitted by those who believe 
the most strenuously in their transcendental origin. 
lake the other acquired capadties above referred to, the 
moral facnl^, if not a part of our nature, is a natural 
outgrowth firom it; capable like them, in a certain 
small degree, of springing up spontaneously, and sus- 
ceptible pf being brought by cultivation to a.hig^ degree 
of development. Unhappily, it is also susceptible, by 
a sufRcient use of the external sanctions and of the force 
of early impressions, of bemg cultivated in almost any 
direction ; so that there is hardly any thing so absurd 
or so mischievous that it may not, by means of tiiese 
influences, be made to act on the human mind with all 
tiie authority of consdence. To doubt that the same 
potency might be given by the same means to the 
principle of utility, even if it had no foundation in 
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homan iiatimt would be flying in the fiboe of aU es* 
penenoe* 

But moral aaaodationa which are wholly of artificial 
creationy when intellectual culture goes on, yield by 
degrees to the diMolving force of analyaia : and if the 
feeling of duty, when aaaodated with utili^, would 
appear equally arbitraiy; if there were no leading 
department of our nature, no powerful daaa of senti- 
ments, with which that association would hannonizet 
which would make us feel it congenial, and incline us 
not only to foster it in others (for which we have abun* 
dant interested motives), but also to cherish it in 
ourselyes ; if there were not, in short, a natural basis 
of sentiment for utilitarian morali^, — it might well 
happen that this association also, even after it had been 
implanted by education, might be analysed away. 

But there IS this basis of powerfol natural sentiment; 
and this it is, which, when once the general happiness is 
recognised as the ethical standard, will constitute the 
strength of the utilitarian morality. This firm founda* 
tion is that of the social feelings of mankind ; the desire 
to be in unity with our fellow-creatures, which is already 
a powerful principle in human nature, and happily one 
of those which tend to become stronger, even without 
express inculcation firom the influences of advancing dv» 
ilization. The social state is at once so natural, so 
necessary, and so habitual to man, that except in some 
unusual circumstances, or by an effort of voluntary 
abstraction, he never conceives himself otherwise than 
as a member of a body ; and this association is riveted 
more and more as mankind are further removed fiN>m 
the state of savage independenoe. Any condition, there- 
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~ fbre» which ia eflsential to a state of society, becomes 
more and more an inseparable part of every person's 
conception of the state of things which he is bom into, 
and which is the destiny of a human being. Now, 
society between human beings, except in the relation of 
master and skve, is manifestly impossible on any other 
footing than that the interests of all are to be' consulted. 
Society between, equals can only exist on the under- 
standing that the interests of all are to be- regarded 
equally. And since, in all states of civilization, every 
person except an absolute monarch has equals, every one 
is obliged to live on these terms with somebody ; and, 
in every age, some advance is made towards a state 
in whidi it will be impossible to live permanently on 
other terms with anybody. In this way, people grow up 
unable to conceive as possible to them a state of total 
disregard of other people's interests. They are under a 
necessity of conceiving themselves as at least abstaining 
from all the grosser injuries, and (if only for their own 
protection) living in a state of constant protest against 
them. They are also familiar with the fact of co-oper- 
ating with others, and proposing to themselves a col- 
lective, not an individual, interest as the aim (at least 
for the time being) of their actions. So long as they 
are co-operating, their ends are identified with those of 
others : there is at least a temporary feeling that the 
interests of others are their own interests. Not only does 
all strengthening of social ties, and all healthy growth of 
society, give to each individual a stronger personal inter- 
est in practically consulting the welfare of others : it 
also leads him to identify his ful\ng$ more and more 
with their good, or at least with an ever greater degree 
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of pTACtical ooDsideradon for it. He comes, as though 
inttmctiTely, to be oonacious of himeelf as a bemg who 
of course pays regard to others. The good of others 
beoomes to him a thing naturally and neoessarily to be 
attended to, like any of the physical conditions of our 
existence. Now, whatever amount of this feeling a 
penon has, he is urged by the strongest motives, both 
of mterest and of sympathy, to demonstrate it, and, to 
the utmost of his power, encourage it in others ; and, 
even if he has none of it himself, he is as greatly 
interested as any one else that others should have it. 
Consequently, the smallest germs of the feeling are laid 
hold of and nourished by the contagion of sympathy 
and the influences of education, and a complete web of 
corroborative association is woven round it by the power- 
ful agency of the external sanctions. This mode of 
conceiving ourselves and human life, as civilization goes 
on, is felt to be more and more natural. Every step in 
political improvement renders it more so, by removing 
the sources of opposition of interest, and levelling those 
inequalities of legal privilege between individuals or 
classes, owing to which there are large portions of man- 
kind whose happiness it is still practicable to disregard. 
In an improving state of the human mind, the influences 
are constantly on the' increase which tend to generate in 
each individual a feeling of uni^ with all the rest, 
which, if perfect, would make him never think of or 
desire any beneficial condition for himself, in the bene- 
fits of whidi they are not included. If we now suppose 
this feeling of unity to be taught as a religion, and the 
whole force of education, of institutions, and of opinion, 
directed, as it once was in the case of religion, to make 

\ 
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eveiy person grow up fiom infancy surrounded on all 
aidee both by the profession and the practice of it, I 
think that no one who can realize this conception will 
feel any misgiving about the sufficiency of the ultimate 
sanction for the Happiness morality. To any ethical 
student who finds the realization difficult, I recommend, 
as a means of facilitating it, the second of M. Comte's 
two principal works, the ** Traits de Politique Positive.'' 
I entertain the strongest objections to the system of poli«* 
tics and morals set forth in that treatise ; but I tiiink it 
has superabundantiy shown the possibility of giving to 
the service of humanity, even without the aid of belief 
in a Providence, both the psychological power and the 
social efficaqr of a religion; making it take hold of 
human life, and color all thought, feeling, and action, in 
a manner of whidi the greatest ascendency ever exercised 
by any religion may be but a tjrpe and foretaste, and 
of which the danger is, not that it should be insuflScient, 
but that it should be so excessive as to interfere unduly 
with human freedom and individuality. 

Neither is it necessary to the feeling which constitutes 
the binding force of the utilitarian moiali^ on those 
who recognize it, to wait for those social influences 
which would make its obligation felt by mankind at 
large. In the comparatively early' state of human ad- 
vancement in which we now live, a person cannot indeed 
feel that entireness of sympathy with all others which 
would make any real discordance in the general direction 
of their conduct in life impossible ; but already a person 
in whom the social feeling is at all developed cannot 
bring himself to think of the rest of his fellow-creatures 
as struggling rivals with him for the means of happi* 
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neM, whom he orast denre to see defeated in their 
object in order that he may suooeed in his. The deeply 
rooted conception whidi every individual even now has 
of himself as a social being tends to make him feel it 
one of his natural wants, that there should be harmony 
between his feelings and aims and those of his fellow- 
creatures. If differences of opinion and of mental 
culture make it impossible for him to share many of 
their actual feelings, — perhaps make him denounce and 
defy those feelings, — he still needs to be conscious that 
bis real aim and theirs do not conflict ; that he is not 
opposing himself to what they really wish for,-*namely, 
their own good, — but is, on the contrary, promoting it. 
This feeling in most individuals is much inferior in 
strength to their selfish feelings, and is often wanting 
altogether. But, to those who have it, it possesses all 
the characters of a natural feeling. It does not present 
itself to their minds as a superstition of education, or a 
law despotically imposed by the power of society, but 
as an attribute which it would not be well for them to 
be without. This conviction is the ultimate sanction of 
the greatest^ppiness morality. This it is which makes ' 
any mind of well-developed feelings work with, and not 
against, the outward motives to care for others, afforded 
by what I have called the external sanctions ; and when 
those sanctions are wanting, or act in an opposite direc- 
tion, constitutes in itself a powerful internal binding 
force, in proportion to the sensitiveness and thoughtfid* 
ness of the diaracter : since few but those whose mind 
is a moral blank could bear to lay out their course of 
life on the plan of paying no regard to others, except so 
&r as their own private interest compels. 
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CHAPTER IV, 

OV WHAT SOBT OV PBOOV TRS FKIirOinB OV UTXUTT If 
■UtCBPTIBXA. 

It has already been remarked, that questiona of ulti- 
mate ends do not admit of proof, in the ordinary ao* 
ceptation of the term. To be incapable of proof hj 
reasoning is common to all first principles ; -to the first 
premises of our knowledge, as well as to those of our 
conduct. But the former, being matters of fact, may 
be the subject of a direct appeal to the faculties which 
judge of fiust; namely, our senses, and our internal 
consciousness. Can an appeal be made to the same 
faculties on questions of practical ends? Or by what 
other hcvltj is cognizance taken of them? 

Questions about ends are, in other words, questions 
what things are desirable. The utilitarian doctrine is, 
that happiness is desirable, and the only thing desirable, 
as an end; all other things being only desirable as 
means to that end. What ought to be required of 
this doctrine — >. what conditions is it requisite that the 
doctrine should fulfil — te make good its daim to be 
beUered? 

The only proof capable of being given that an ob- 
ject is visible, is that people actually see it ; the only 
proof tiiat a sound is audible, is that people hear it : 
and so of the other sources of our experience/ In like 
manner, I apprehend, the sole evidence it is possible 
to produce that any thing is desirable, is tiiat people do 
actually desire iL If the end which the utilitarian 
doctrine proposes to itself were not» in theory and in 
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pncdoa, acknowledged to be an end, nothing could 
erer oonTince anj penon that it was so. No reason 
can be giTen why the general happiness is desirable, 
except that eadi person, so fiur as he bdieres it to be 
attainable, desires his own happiness. This, however, 
being a hd, we have not only all the proof which the 
case admits of, bat all which it is possible to require, 
that happiness is a good ; that eadi person's happiness 
is a good to that person ; and the general happiness, 
therefore, a good to the aggr^ate of all persons. 
Happiness has made out its title as one of the ends of 
conduct, and conseqoentlj one of the criteria of mo- 
rality. 

But it has not, hj tUs alone, proved itself to be the 
sole criterion. To do that, it would seem, by the same 
rule, necessary to show, not only that people desiro 
happiness, but that they never desiro any thing else. 
Now, it is palpable that they do desiro things, which, 
in common language, aro decidedly distinguished from 
happiness. They deoro, for example, virtue and the 
absence of vice, no less really than pleasnro and 
the absence of pain. The desiro of virtue is not as 
universal, but it is as authentic a foct, as the desire of 
happbess ; and hence the opponents of the utilitarian 
standard deem that they have a right to infer that there 
are other ends of human action besides happiness, and 
that happiness is not the standard of approbation and dis- 
approbation. 

But does the utilitarian doctrine deny that people 
desiro virtue, or maintain that virtue is not a thing to 
be desired? The very reverse. It maintains not only 
that virtue is to be desired, but that it is to be desired 
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dismterestedly, for itself. Whaterer maj be the opin- 
ion of utilitarian moralists as to the original condi* 
tions bj which virtue is made virtue; however thej 
maj believe (as they do) that actions and dispositions 
are only virtuous because they promote another end 
than virtue, — yet this being granted, and it having 
been decided, from considerations of this description, 
what %9 virtuous, they not only place virtue at the very 
head of the things which are good as means to the 
ultimate end, but they also recognize, as a psychological 
fiict, the possibility of Its being, to the individual, a 
good in itself, without looking to any end beyond it ; 
and hold that the mind is not in a right state, not in 
a state conformable to utility, not in the state most 
conducive to the general happiness, unless it does love 
virtue in this manner, — as a thing desirable in itself, 
even although, in the individual instance, it should 
not produce those other desirable consequences which 
it tends to produce, and on account of which it is lield 
to be virtue. This opinion is not, in the smallest 
degree, a departure fit>m the Happiness principle. 
The ingredients of happiness are very various, and 
eadi of them is desirable in itself, and not merely 
when considered as swelling i^n aggregate. The prin* 
ciple of utility does not mean that any given pleasure 
-^as music, for instance — or any given exemption from 
pain-— as, for example, health-— are. to be looked upon 
as means to a collective som^ing termed happiness, 
and to be desired on that account. They are desired 
and desirable in and for themselves: besides being 
means, they are a part of the end. Virtue, according 
to the utilitarian doctrine, is not naturally and origin 
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nally part of the end, but it is capable of beooming eo , 
and, in those who love it dimnterestedlj, it has beoomo 
so, and is desired and cherished, not as a means to hap- 
piness, but as a part of their happiness. 

To illustrate this fiirther: we may remember that 
virtue is not the onlj thing, originallj a means, and 
which, if it were no$ a means to any thing else, would 
be and remain indifferent, but which, by association 
with what it is a ibeans to, comes to be desired for 
itself, and that, too, with the utmost intensity. What, 
for example, shall we say of the love of money? There 
is nothing originally more desirable about money than 
about any heap of glittering pdbles. Its worth is 
solely that of the things which it wiU buy ; the desires 
for other things than itself, which it is a means of grat- 
ifying. Yet the love of money is not only one of the 
strongest moving forces of human life, but money is, 
in many cases, desired in and for itself: the dedre to 
possess it is often stronger than the desire to use it, and 
goes on increasing when all the desires which point to 
ends b^ond it, to' be compassed by it, are fidling off. 
It may, then, be said truly, that money is desired, not 
for the sake of an end, but as part of the end. From 
being a means to happiness, it has come to be itself a 
principal ingredient of the individual's conception of 
happiness. The same may be said of the majority of 
the great objects of human life, — - power, for example, 
or fame ; except that to each of these there is a certain 
amount of immediate pleasure annexed, which has at 
least the semUance of being naturally inherent in them : 
a thing which cannot be said of money. Still, how- 
ever, the strongest natural attraction, both of power 
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and of fame, 10 the immense aid they give to the attain- 
ment of our other wishes ; and it is die strong associa- 
tion thus generated between them and all our objects 
of desire which gives to the direct desire of them the 
intensity it often assumes, so as in some characters to 
surpass in strength all other desires. In these cases, 
the means have become a part of the end, and a more 
important part of it than any of the things which they 
are means to. What was once desired 4M an instru- 
ment for the attainment of happiness has come to be 
deored for its own sake. In being desired for its own 
sake, it is, however, desired as pari of happiness. 
The person is made, or thinks he would be made, happy 
by its mere possession,, and is made unhappy by failure 
to obtain it. The desire of it is not a different thing 
from the desire of happiness, any more than the love of 
music or the desire of health. They are included in 
happiness. They are some of the elements of which 
the desire of happiness is made up. Happiness is not 
an abstract idea, but a concrete whole ; and these are 
some of its parts. Ancl the utilitarian standard sano- 
tions and approves their being so. Life would be a 
poor thing, vefy ill provided with sources of happiness, 
if there were not this provision of nature, by which 
things originally indifferent, but conducive to, or other- 
wise associated with, the satisfaction of our primitive 
desires, become in themselves sources of pleasure more 
valuable than the primitive pleasures, both in perma- 
nency, in the space of human esdstence that they are 
aqMtble of covering,* and even in intensity. 

Yirtne, according to the utilitarian conception, is a 
good of this description* There was no original desire • 
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of it, or motive to it, tave ite oondudveneBB to pleMure, 
and OBpeoiallj to protectioii fiom pun. But, tluroag^ 
the >MOcittioa thui fonned, it may be felt a good in 
itself, and deeixed as such with as great intensity as 
any other good ; and with this difference between it 
and theloTeof monej, of power, or of fame, — thataU 
of these maj, and often do, render the individual nox« 
ious to the other members of the sodety to which he 
belongs, whereas there is nothing which makes him so 
much a blessing to them as the ooltiTation of the disin-* 
terested love of virtue. . And consequentlj the utili^ 
tarian standard, while it tolerates and approves those 
other acquired desires, up to the point beyond which 
they would be more injurious to the general hi^pineea 
than promotive of it, enjoins and requires the cultiva- 
tion of the love of virtue up to the greatest strength 
possible, as being above all things important to the 
genersl hi^iuness. 

It results from the preceding considerations,^ thai 
there is in reality nothing desired except' happiness. 
Whatever is desired otherwise than as a means to 
some end beyond itself, and ultimately to happiness, is 
desired as itself a part of hi^pinesa, and is not desired 
for itself until it has become so. Those who desire 
virtue for its own sake, desire it either because the 
consciousness of it is a pleasure, or because the con- 
sciousness of bttng without it is a pun, or for both 
reasons united: as in truth the pleasure and pain 
seldom exist separately, but almost always together; 
the same person feeling pleasure in the degree of vir* 
tue attained, and pain in not having attained more* 
If one of these gave him no pleasure, and the other no 
Toti XXI. as 
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pain, he would not love or desire yirtue, or would desire 
it onlj for the other benefits which it might produce to 
Iiimself or to persons whom he cared for. 

We have now, then, an sjiswer to the question, of 
what sort of proof the principle of utility is suscepti- 
ble. If the opinion which I have now stated is psycho- 
logically true ; if human nature is so constituted as to 
desire nothing which is not either a part of happiness or 
a means of happiness, — we can have no other proof, 
and we require no other, that these are the only things 
desirable. If so, happiness is the sole end of human 
action, and the promotion of it the test by which to 
judge of all human conduct ; irom whence it necessa^ 
rily follows that it must be the criterion of morally, 
since a part is included in the whole. 

And, now, to decide whether this is really so; whether 
mankind do desire nothing for itself but that which is 
a pleasure to them, or of which the absence is a pain, — 
we have evidently arrived at a question of fact and 
experience, dependent, like all similar questions, upon 
evUence. It can only be determined by practised 
self-consciousness and self-pbservation, assisted by ob- 
servation of others. I believe that these sources of 
evidence, impartially consulted, will declare that desir- 
ing a thing and finding it pleasant, aversion to it and 
thinking of it as painful, are phenomena entirely insep- 
arable, or rather two parts of the same phenomenon, — 
m strictness of language, two different modes of naming 
the same psychological fiiot ; that to think of an object 
ss desirable (unless for the sake of its cojisequences),-- 
' and to think of it as pleasant, are one and the same 
thing ; and that to desire any thini;, except in proper- 
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tion as the idea of it is pleasant, is a phjrical and 
metaphysical' impossibilitj* 

So obvious does this appear to me, that I expect it 
will hardlj be disputed : and the objection made will 
be, not that desire can possibly be directed to any thing 
ultimately except pleasure, and exemption from pain, 
but that the wiU is 'a different thing from desire ; that 
a person of confirmed virtue, or any other person whoae 
purposes are fixed, carries out his purposes without any 
thought of the pleasure he has in contemplating them, 
or expects to derive from their fulfilment ; and persists 
in acting on them, even though these pleasures are 
much diminished by changes in his character, or decay 
of his passive sensibilides, or are outweighed by the 
pains which the pursuit of the purposes may bring 
upon him. All this I fully admit, and have stated it 
elsewhere as positively and emphatically as any one. 
Will, the active phenomenon, is a different thing from 
desire, the state of passive sensibility, and, though ori- 
ginally an offshoot from it, may in time take root, and 
detach itself from the parent stock ; so much so, that 
in the case of an habitual purpose, instead of willing 
the thing because we desire it, we ofken desire it only- 
because we will it. This, however, is but an instance 
of that familiar fiict, the power of habit, and is nowise 
confined to the case of virtuous actions. Many indif- 
ferent things, which men originally did firom a motive 
of some sort, they continue to do from habit. Some- 
times this is done unconsciously, the consciousness 
coming only after the action ; at other times with con* 
sdous volition, but volition which has become habitual, 
and is put in operation by the force of habit, in oppo-. 
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' sition, perhaps, to tbe deliberate preference, as often 
happens with those who have contracted habits of 
yidoiis or hurtfiil indulgence. Third and last comes 
the case in which the habitual act of will in the indi- 
vidual instance is not in contradiction to the general 
intention prevailing at other times, but in fulfilment of 
it ; as in the case of the person of confirmed virtue, 
and of all who pursue deliberatelj and consistentlj anj 
determinate end. The distmcdon between -will and 
desire, thus understood, is an authentic and highly im- 
portant psychological fiict ; but the fact consists solely 
in this, — that will, like all other parts of our consti- 
tution, is amenable to habit, and that we may will 
from habit what we no longer desire for itself, or desire 
only because we will it. It is not the less true, that 
will, in the beginning, is entirely produced by desire ; 
including in that term the repellmg influence of pain, 
as well as the attractive one of pleasure. Let us take 
into consideration no longer the person who has a 
confirmed will to do right, but him in whom that virtu- 
ous wiU is still feeble, conquerable by temptation, and 
not to be ftiUy relied on : by what means can it be 
strengthened? How can the will to be virtuous, where 
it does not exist in sufficient force, be implanted or 
awakened? Only by making the person desire virtue ; 
by making him think of it in a pleasurable light, or 
of its absence in a painful one. It is by associatmg 
the doing right with pleasure, or the doing wrong with 
pain, or by eliciting and impressing and bringing home 
to the person's experience the pleasure naturally in- 
volved in the one or the pun in the other, that it is 
possible to call forth that will to be virtuous, whicbt . 
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when oonfinned, icts without anj thought of either 
pleeeure or pain. Will ii the ch3d of deure, and 
pastes out of the domimon of its parent only to eome 
under that of habit. That which is the result of hahit 
afibids no presumption of being intxinsicallj good; 
and there would be no reason for wishing that the pur- 
pose of virtue should become independent of pleasure 
and pain, were it not that the influence of the pleasursr 
Ue and painfbl assooiadons which prompt to virtue is 
not sufficientlj to be depended on for unerring con- 
stancy of action until it has acquired the support of 
habit. Both in feeling and in conduct, habit is the 
only thing which imparts certainty ; and it is because 
of the importance to others of being able to rdy abso- 
lutely on one*s feelings and conduct, and to one's self 
of being able to rely on one's own, that the wiU to do 
right ought to be cultivated into this habitual inde> 
pendence. In other words, this state of the will ii a 
means to good, not intrinsically a good ; and does not 
contradict the doctrine, that nothing is a good to human 
beings but in so &r as itis either itself pleasurable, or 
a means of attaining pleasure or averdng pain. 

But, if this doctrine be true, the principle of utility 
is proved. Whether it is so or not, must now be left, 
to the consideration of the thoughtful reader. 



GHAPTSR V. ' 

ov no oomncnov bbtwbbv jmnoM avb unurr* 

In all ages of speculation, one of the strongest obstiM- 
des to the xeceptbn of the doctrine, that Utility or 
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Happiness is the criterion of right and wrong, has been 
drawn from the idea of Justice. The powerfid senti- 
ment and apparently dear perception which that word 
recalls, with a rapidity and certainty resembling an in- 
stmct, have seemed to the majority of thinkers to point 
to an inherent quality in things; to show that the 
Just must have an eaustence in nature as something 
absolute, generically distinct from every variety of the 
Expedient, and, in idea, opposed to it, though (as is 
commonly acknowledged) never, in the long-run, dis- 
joined from it in fact. 

In the case of this, as of our other moral sentiments, 
there is no necessary connection betiyeen the question 
of its origin and diat of its binding force. That a 
feeling is bestowed on us by nature does liot necessa- 
rily legitimate all its promptings. The feeling of justice 
might be a peculiar instinct, and might yet require, like 
our other instincts, to be controlled and enlightened by 
a higher reason. If we have intellectual instincts lead- 
ing us to judge in a particular way, as well as animal 
instincts that prompt us to act in a particular way, there 
is no necessity that the former should be more infidlible 
in their sphere than the latter in theirs : it may as well 
happen that wrong judgments are occasionally sug- 
gested by those, as wrong actions by these. But 
though it is one thing to believe that we have natural 
feeUngs of justice, and another to acknowledge them as 
an ultimate criterion of conduct, these two opinions are 
very dosdy connected in point of fiiot. Mankind 
are always predisposed to believe that any subjective 
feeling, not otherwise accounted for, is a revelation of 
some objective reality. Our present object is to deter- 
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mine whether the reality^ to which the feeling of jnstioe 
correfiponcb, is one which needs any snch special reve- 
lation; whether the justioe or injustice of an action 
is a thing intrinsically peculiar, and distinct from all 
its o,ther qualities, or only a combination of certain of 
those qualities, presented under a peculiar aspect. For 
the purpose of this -inquiiy, it is practically important 
to consider, whether the feeling itself, of justice and 
injustice, is «ut gener%9 like our sensations of color and 
taste, or a derivatiTe feeling, formed by a combination 
of others. And this it is the more essential to examine, 
as people are in general willing enough to allow, that, 
objectively, the dictates of Justice coincide with a part 
of the field of General Ezpedieni^ ; but inasmuch as 
the 'subjective mental fSseling of Justioe is difierent fron^ 
that which commonly attaches to simple expediency, 
and, except in the extreme cases of the latter, is fiur 
more imperative in its demands, people find it difficult 
to see, in Justice, only a pardcularjdnd or branch of 
general utility, and think that its superior binding force 
requires a totally different origin. 

To throw light upon this question, it is necessary 
to attempt to ascertain what is the distingtiishing 
character of justioe, or of injustice ; what is the quality, 
or whether there, is any quality, attributed in conunon 
to all modes of conduct designated as unjust (for jus- 
tice, like many other moral attributes, is best defined 
by its opposite), and distinguishing them fiN>m such 
modes of conduct as are disapproved, but without hav- 
ing that particular epithet of disapprobation applied to 
them. If, in evefy thing which men are accustomed 
to characterige as just ex unjust, some one common 
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attribate, or oollection of attributes, is alfrajs present, 
we may judge whether this particular attribute, or oom- 
bination of attributes, would be capable of gathering 
round it a sentiment of that peculiar character and in- 
tensily b^ Tirtne of the general laws of our emotional 
oonsdtution ; or whether the sentiment is inexplicable, 
and requires to be regarded as a special provision of 
nature. If we find the former to be the case, we shall, 
in resolving this question, have resolved also- the main 
problem ; if the latter, we shall have to seek for some 
other mode of investigating it. 

To find the common attributes of a variet7 of objects, 
it is necessaiy to b^in bj surveying the objects them- 
selves in the concrete* Let us therefore advert succes- 
sively to the various modes of action, and arrangemei^ts 
of human afiairs, which are classed, by universal or 
widely spread opinion, as Just or as Uxgust. The 
things well known to excite the sentiments associated 
with those names are of a very multifiurious character. 
I shall pass them rapidly in review, without studying 
any particular arrangement. 

In the first place, it is mostly considered unjust to 
deprive any one of his personal liber^, his property, 
or any other thing which belongs to him by law. 
Here, therefore, is one instance of the application of 
the terms Just and Unjust in a perfectly definite sense ; 
namely, diat it is just to respect, uigust to violate, the 
Uffol righis of any one. But this judgment admits of 
several exceptions, arising finom the other fonns in which 
the notions of justice and iigustioe present themselves. 
For example : the person who suffers the deprivation 
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may (as the phrase is) have forfiiied the rights wfaidi 
he is so deprived of; a case to which we shall return 
presentlj. But also,— 

Seoondlj, The legal rights of which he is deprived 
maj be rights whidi ought not to have belonged to 
him : in other words, the law which confers on him 
these rights maj be -a bad law. When it is so, or 
when (which is the same thing for our purpose) it is 
supposed to be so, opinions will differ as to the justioe 
or injustice of infringing It. Some maintain that no 
law, however bad, ought to be disobeyed bj an individ- 
ual citizen ; that his opposition to it, if shown at all, 
should only be shown in endeavoring to get it altered 
bj competent authority. This opinion (which con- 
demns many of the most illustrious benefieustors of man* 
kind, and would often protect pernicious institutions 
against the only weapons, which, in the state of things 
existing at the time, have any .chance of succeeding 
against them) is defended, by those who hold it, on 
grounds of expedienqr ; principally on that of the im- 
portance, to the common interest of mankind, of main- 
taining inviolate the sentiment of submission to law. 
Other persons, again, hold the directly contrary opm- 
ion, that any law, judged to be bad, may blamelessly 
be disobeyed, even though it be not judged to be un- 
just, but only inexpedient ; - while others would confine 
the license of disobedience to the case of uqjust laws. 
But, again, some say that all laws which are inexpedi- 
ent are unjust, since every law imposes some restriction 
on the natural liber^ of mankind ; which restriction 
is an iigustice, unless legitimated by tending to their 
good. Among these diversities of opinion, it seems 
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to be nniveraallj admitted that there may be mijust 
kw8, and that law, consequentlj, is not the ultimate 
criterion of justice, but may give to one person a bene- 
fit, or impose on another an evil, which justice condemns. * 
When, however, a law is thought to be unjust, it 
seems always to be regarded as being so in the same 
way in which a breach of law is unjust, — namely, by 
infringing somebody's right ; which, as it cannot in this 
case be a legal right, receives a difierent appellation, 
and is called a moral right. We may say, therefore, 
that a second case of injustice consists in taking or 
withholding from any person that to which he 1^ a 
martd riffhi* 

Thirdly, It is universally considered just, that eadi 
person should obtain that (whether good or evil) which 
he de$erve$; and unjust, that he should obtain a good, 
or be made to undergo an evil, which he does not 
deserve. This is, perhaps, the clearest and most em- 
phatic form in which the idea of justice is conceived by 
the general mind. As it involves the notion of desert, 
the question arises, What constitutes desert? Speaking 
in a general way, a person is understood to deserve 
good if he does right ; evil, if he does wrong: and,ina 
more particular sense, to deserve good fi^m those to 
whom he does or has done good, and evil from those 
to whom he does or has done evil. The precept of 
i^'stnming good for evil has never been regarded as a 
case of the fiilfilment of justice, but as one in which the 
daims of Justice are waived, in obedience to other con- 
mderations. 

Fourthly,It is confessedly uiyust to break faithynOk 
BXkj one; to violate an engagement, either express or 
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implied ; or disappoint ezpeotadona nuaed bj oar own 
conduct, at least if we hare raised those ezpectadons 
knowinglj and voluntarilj. Like the other Obligations 
of justice already spoken of, this one is not regarded as 
absolute, but as capable of being overruled hy a stranger 
obligation of justice on the other side, or bj such con- 
duct on the part of-the person concerned as is deemed 
to absolve us from our obligation to him, and to con- 
stitute a farfniiure of the benefit which he has been 
led to expect. 

Fifthlj, It is, bj universal admission, inconsistent 
with justice to be parUal; to show fivror or preference 
to one person over another in matters to which favor 
and preference do not propeiij applj. Impartaalitj, 
however, does not seem to be regarded as a dutj in 
itself, but rather as instrumental to some other dutj; 
for it is admitted that fkvor and preference are not 
always censurable, and indeed the cases in which they 
are condemned are rather the exception than the rule. 
A person would be more likely to be blamed than 
applauded for giving his family or friends no superiority 
in good offices over strangers, when he could do so 
without violating any other duty ; and no one thinks it 
unjust to seek one person in preference to another as a 
friend, connection, or companion. Impardality, where 
rights are concerned, is of course obligatory ; but this 
is involved in the more general obligation of giving to 
every one his right. A tribunal, for example, must be 
impartial, because it is bound to award, without rqpard 
to any other consideration, a disputed object to the 
one of two pardes who has the right to it. There are 
other cases in which impartiality means, beiug solely 
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inflnenoed bj desert ; as with those who, in the capacity 
of judges, preceptors, or parents, administer reward 
and punishment as such. There are cases, again, in 
which it means being solelj influenced hy considera* 
tion for the public interest ; as in making a selection 
among candidates for a goyemment employment. Im>- 
partiality, in short, as an obligation of justice, may be 
aaid to mean being ezdusiyely influenced by the con- 
siderations which it is supposed ought to influence the 
particular case in hand, and resisting the solicitation 
of any motives which prompt to conduct different from 
what those considerations would dictate. 

Nearly allied to the idea of impartiality is tiiat of 
equality; which often enters as a component part both 
into the conception of justice and into the practice of it, 
and, in the eyes of many persons, constitutes its essence. 
But, in this still more than in any other case, the notion 
of justice varies in different persons, and always con- 
forms in its variations to their notion of utility. Each 
person maintains that equality is the dictate of justice, 
except where he thinks that expediency requires in- 
equality. The justice of giving equal protection to the 
rights of all is maintained by those who support the 
most outrageous inequality in the rights themselves. 
Even in slave countries, it is theoretically admitted that 
tiie rights of the slave, such as thqr are, ought to be as 
sacred as thosd of the master, and that a tribunal which 
fiuls to enforce them with equal strictness is wanting in 
justice; while, at the same time, institutions which 
leave to the slave scarcely any rights to enforce are not 
deemed unjust, because they are not deemed inexpe* 
dient. Those who thinly that utility requires distino- 
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tioDt of rank do not consider it unjust that riches and 
social privileges should be unequallj dispensed; but 
those who think this inequalitj inexpedient think it 
unjust also. Whoever thinks that government is neoes- 
saiy sees no injustice in as much inequalily as is consti- 
tuted bj giving to the magistrate powers not granted to 
other people. Even .among those who hold levelling 
doctrines, there are as manj questions of justice as 
there are difierences of opinion about expediency. 
Some Communists consider it unjust that the produce 
• of the labor of the commuui^ should be shared on an^ 
other principle than that of exact equality ; others think 
it just that those should receive most whose wants are 
greatest ; while others hold that those who work harder^ 
or who produce more, or whose services are more valu* 
able to the community, may justly daim a larger quota 
in the diviuon of the produce. And the sense of natu- 
ral justice may be plausibly appealed to in behalf of 
every one of these opinions. ^ 

Among so many diverse applications of the term 
Justice, which yet is not regarded as ambiguous, it ia 
a matter of some difficulty to seixe the mental link 
which holds them together, and on which the moral 
sentiment adhering to the term essentially depends* 
Periiaps, in this embarrassment, some help may be 
derived fiom the history of the word, as indicated by 
its e^mology. 

In most, if not in all languages, the etymology of 
the word which corresponds to Just points distinctly 
to an origin connected with the ordinances of law. 
Jiuium is a form of /Msmim, — that which has been 
ordered. Ainm comes directly fiom Acv, a suit at law. 
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Jtechtf from which came right and righteous j is synony- 
moQs with kw. The courts of justice, the administra- 
tion of justice, are the courts and the administration of 
law. La justice^ in French, is the established term 
for judicature. I am not committing the fallacj im- 
puted with some show of truth to Home Tooke, of 
assuming that a word must still continue to mean what 
it originallj meant. Etymology is slight evidence of 
mrhat tlie idea now signified is, but the very best evidence 
of how it sprang up. There can, I think, be no doubt 
that the idSe niire^ the primitiTe element, in the forma- 
tion of the notion of justice, was conformity to law. It 
constituted the entire idea among the Hebrews up to the 
birth of Christianity ; as might be expected in the case 
of a people whose laws attempted to embrace all sub- 
jects on which precepts were required, and who bdieved 
those laws to be a direct emanation from the Supreme 
Seing. But other nations, and in particular the Greeks 
and Romans, who knew that their laws had been made 
originally, and still continued to be made, by men, were 
not afraid to admit that those men might make bad 
laws ; might do, by law, the same things, and from the 
' same motives, which, if done by individuals without the 
sanction of law, would be called unjust. And hence 
the sentiment of injustice came to be attached, not to 
all violations of law, but only to violations of such laws 
as otight to exist, including such as ought to exist, but • 
do not ; and to laws themselves, if supposed to be con- 
trary to what ought to be law. In this manner, the idea 
of law and of its injunctions was still predominant in the 
notion of justice, even when the laws actually in force 
ceased to be accepted as the standard of it. . 
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It is trae that mankind consider the idea of jnstioe 
and its obligations as applicable to many things whicfa 
neither are, nor is it desired that thqr should be, regu- 
lated by law. Nobody denres that laws should inter- 
fere with the whole detail of private life ; yet every one 
allows, that, in all daily conduct, a person may and does 
show himself to be either just or unjust. But, even 
here, the idea of liie breach of what ought to be law 
still lingers in a modified shape. It would always give 
us pleasure, and chime in with our feelings of fitness, 
that acts which we deem unjust should be punished^ 
though we do not always think it expedient that this 
should be done by the tribunals. We forego that grati- 
fication on account of incidental inconveniences. We 
should be glad to see just conduct enforced, and iiyus- 
tice repressed, even in the minutest details, if we were 
not with reason afraid of trusting the magistnte with 
so unlimited an amount of power over individuals. 
When we think that a person is boimd in justice to do 
a thmg, it is an ordinary form of language to say, that 
he ought to be compelled to do it. We should be grat- 
ified to see the obligation enforced by anybody who 
had the power. If we see that its enforcement by law 
would be inexpedient, we lament the impossibili^,.we 
consider the impunity given to injustice as an evil, and 
strive to make amends for it by bringmg a strong ex- 
pression of our own and the public disi^probation to 
bear upon the ofiender. Thus the idea of legal con- 
straint is still the generating idea of the notion of 
justice, though undergoing several transformations be* 
fore that notion, as it exists in an advanced state of 
society, becomes complete. 
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The above is, I think, ft trae aooount, as far as it 
goes, of the origin and progressive growth of the idea 
of justice. Bat we must observe, that it contains, as 
yet, nothing to distingaish that obligadon fix)m moral 
obligation in general. For the tnith is, that the idea 
of penal sanction, which is the essence of kw, enters 
not only into the conception of injustice, but into that 
of anj kind of wrong. We do not call any thing 
wrong, unless we mean to imply that a person ought to 
be punished in some way or other for doing it ; if not 
by law, by the opinion of his fellow-creatures ; if not by 
opinion, by the reproaches of his own conscience. This 
seems the real turning-point of the distinction between 
morality and simple expediency. It is a part of the 
notion of Duty in every one of its forms, that a person 
may rightfully be compelled to fiilfil it. Duty is a thing 
which may be exacted from a person, as one exacts a 
debt. Unless we think that it may be exacted from 
him, we do not call it his du^. Beasons of prudence, 
or the interest of other people, may militate against 
actually exacting it ; but the person himself,, it is clearly 
understood, would not be entitled to complain. There 
are other things, on the contrary, which we wish that 
people should do, which we like or admire them for 
doing, perhaps dislike or despise them for not doing, 
but yet admit that they are not bound to do : it is not 
a case of moral obligation : we do not blame them ; 
that IB, we do not think that they are proper objects of 
punishment. How we come by these ideas of deserving 
and not deserving punishment, will appear, perhaps, 
in the sequel : but I think there is no doubt that this 
distinction lies at the bottom of the notions of rig^t and 
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wrong; that we call anj conduct wrong, or employ 
instead some other term of dislike or disparageinentt 
according as we think that the person ought, or ou^ 
not, to be punished for it ; and we say it would be right 
to do so and so, or merely that it would be desiraUe or 
laudable, according as we would wish to see the person 
whom it concerns compelled, or only persuaded and 
exhorted, to act in that manner.* 

This, therefore, being the characteristic difference 
which marks off, not justice, but morality in general^ 
from the remaining provinces of £xpedien<7 and Wor* 
thiness, the character is still to be sought whidi distin- 
guishes justice from other branches of morali^. Now, 
it is known that ethical writers divide moral duties into 
two classes, denoted by the ill-chosen expressions, duties 
of perfect and of imperfect obligation : the latter being 
those in which, though the act is obligatoiy, the particu 
lar occasions of performing it are left to our choice ; as 
in the case of chari^ or beneficence, which we are 
indeed bound to practise, but not towards any definite 
person, nor at any prescribed time. In the more pre- 
cise language of philosophic jurists, duties of perfeot 
obligation are those duties in virtue of which a correlar 
tive right resides in some person or persons : duties of 
imperfect obligation are those moral obligations which 
do not give birth to any right. I think it will be found 
that this distinction exactly coincides with that which 
exists between justice and the other obligations cf 

• 8«e thk point onlbfead tnd fllmtntod hy I hw ftM Oi BaIii, in an adml*' 
nU« duptar (cntitltd '^Tht Ethleftl Emodoni, «r th* Moml SwM **) oT tb« 
Meood of tho two iTMtitM compoiing his dabonte and prafcond iroik oq 
thollind. 

rou III. 21 
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moralitj. In our surrey of the various popular acoep- 
tations of justicey the term appeared generaUj to involve 
the idea of a personal right, — a claim on the part of 
one or more individuals, like that which the law gives 
when it confers a proprietary or other legal right. 
Whether the injustice consists in depriving a person of 
a possession, or in breaking faith with him, or in treat- 
ing him worse than he deserves, or worse than other 
people who have no greater claims, in each case the 
supposition implies two things, — a wrong done, and 
some assignable person who is wronged. Injustice may 
also be done by treating a person better than others ; 
but the wrong in this case is to his competitors, who 
are also assignable persons. It seems to me that this 
feature in the case — a right in some person, correla- 
tive to the moral obligation — constitutes the specific 
differaice between justice, and generosity or benefi- 
cence. Justice implies something which it is not only 
right to do, and wrong not to do, but which some indi- 
vidual person can claim firom us as his moral right. No 
one has a moral right to our generosity or beneficence, 
because we are not morally bound to practise those 
virtues towards any given individual. And it will be 
found, with respect to this as to every correct definition, 
that the instances which seem to conflict with it are 
those which most confirm it ; for if a moralist attempts, 
as some have done,, to make out that mankind generally, 
though not any given individual, have a right to all 
the good we can do them, he at once, by that thesis, 
indiules generosity and beneficence within the category 
of justice. He is obliged to say that our utmost eser- 
tions are due to our fellow-creatures, thus assimilating 
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them to ft debt ; or that nothing less can be a sufficient 
return for what society does for us« thus classing the 
case as one of gratitude ; both of which are acknowl- 
edged cases of justice. Wherever there is a right, the 
case is one of justice, and not of the virtue of bene- 
ficence; and whoever does not place the distinction 
between justice and morality in general where we have 
now placed it will be found to nuike no distbction 
between them at all, but to merge all morality in 
justice. 

• 

Having thuB endeavored to determine the distbctive 
elements which enter into the composition of the idea 
of justice, we are ready to enter on the mquiry, whether 
the feeling which accompanies the idea is attached to it 
by a special dispensation of nature, or whether it could 
have grown up by any known laws out of the idea 
itself; and, in particular, whether it can have originated 
in considerations of general expediency. 

I conceive that the sentiment itsdf does not arise 
from an> thing which would commonly or correctly be 
termed an idea of expediency ; but that, though the 
sentiment does not, whatever is moral in it does. 

We have seen that the two essential ingredients in 
the sentiment of justice are the desire to punish a per- 
son who has done harm, and the knowledge or belief 
that there is some definite individual or individuals to 
whom harm has been done. 

Now, it appears to me that the desire to punish 
a person who has done harm to some individual is % 
spontaneous outgrowth fiK>m two sentiments, both in the 
highest degree natural, and which either are or resemble 
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instincts, — the impulae of sdf-defenoey and the feeling 
of sympathy. 

It is natural to resent, and to repel or retaliate, any 
harm done or attempted against ourselves, or against 
those with whom we sympathize. The origm of this 
sentiment it is not ndbessary here to discuss. Whether 
it be an instinct, or a result of intelligence, it is, we 
know, common to all animal nature ; for every animal 
tries to hurt those who have hurt, or who it~ thinks are 
about to hurt, itself or its young. Human beings, on 
this point, only differ from other animals in two partio- 
tdars : first, in being capable of sympathizing, not solely 
with their offspring, or, like some of the more noble 
animals, with some superior animal who is kind to 
them, but with all human, and even with all sentient 
beings; secondly, in having a more developed intelli- 
gence, which gives a wider range to the whole of their 
sentiments, whether self-regarding or sympathetic. By 
virtue of his superior intelligence, even apart firom his 
superior range of sympathy, a human bemg is capable 
of apprehending a community of interest between him- 
self and the human society of which he forms a part, 
such that any conduct which threatens the security of 
the society, generally is threatening* to his own, and 
calls forth his instinct (if instinct it be) of self-defence. 
The same superiority of intelligence, joined to the 
power of sympathizing with human beings generally, 
enables him to attach himself to the collective idea of 
lus tribe, lus country, or mankind, in such a manner that 
any act hurtful to them raises his instinct of sympathy, ^ 
and rnges him to resistance. 

The sentiment of justice, in that one of its elements 
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which oonsists of the desire to punish, is thus, I con- 
oeive, the natural feeling of retaliation, or yengeanoey 
rendered hy intelleot and sympathy applicable to those 
injuries— that is, to those hurts— which wound us 
thiou£^, or in common with, society at large. Thia 
sentiment in itself has nothing moral in it: what is 
moral is, the exclusire subordination of it to the social 
sympathies, so as to wait on and obey their call. For 
the natural feelmg would make us resent indiscrimi- 
nately whatever any one does that is disagreeable to us ; 
but, when moralized by the social feeling, it only acts 
in the directions conformable to the general good : just 
persons resenting a hurt to society, though not otherwise 
a hurt to themselTes, and not resenting a hurt to them- 
selves, however painful, unless it be of the kind which 
society has a common interest with them in the rq^ree- 
sion of. 

It is no objection against this doctrine to say, that, 
when we feel our sentiment of justice outraged, we are 
not thinking of society at large, or of any collective 
interest, but only of the individual case. It is common 
enough, certainly, though the reverse of commendi^ble, 
to feel resentment merely because we have suffered pain ; 
but a person whose resentment is really a moral feel- 
ingi— that is, who considers whether an act is blamable 
before he allows himself to resent it, —such a person^ 
though he may not say expressly to himself that he is 
standing up for the interest of society, certainly does feel 
that he is asserting a rule which is for the benefit of 
others as well as for his own. If he is not feeling this ; 
if he is regarding the act solely as it affects him 
individually, — he is not consciously just; he is not 
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oonoerning himself about the joatice of his actions. 
This is admitted even by anti-utilitarian moralists. 
When Slant (as before remarked) propounds as the 
fundamental principle of morals, ** So act that thy rule 
of conduct might be adopted as a law by all rational 
bdngs,*^ he virtually acknowledges that the interest of 
mankind collecdvelyy or at least of mankind indi»- 
criminatelyy must be in the mind of the agent when 
conscientiously deciding on the morally of the act* 
Otherwise he uses words without a meaning ; for ihst 
a rule even of utter selfishness could not posMly be 
adopted by all rational beings — that there is any insu- 
perable obstacle in the nature of things to its adoption — 
cannot be even plausibly maintained. To give any 
meaning to Slant's principle, the sense put upon it must 
be, that we ought to shape our conduct by a rule which 
aU rational beings might adopt with benefit to their 
collective interest. 

To recapitulate: the idea of justice supposes two 
things, — a rule of conduct, and a sentiment which sanc- 
tions the rule. The first must be supposed common to 
all mankind, and intended for their good: the other 
(the sentiment) is a desire that punishment may be suf- 
fered by those who infringe the rule. There is involved, 
in addition, the conception of some definite person who 
suffers by the infringement ; whose rights (to use the 
expression appropriated to the case) are violated by it. 
And the sentiment of justice appears to me to be, the 
animal desire to repel or retaliate a hurt or damage to 
one^s self, or to Aose with whom one sympathizes, 
widened so as to include all persons, by the human ca- 
pacity of enlarged sympathy, and the human conception 
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of intelligent 0elf*intere8t. From the latter dements, 
the feeling derives its morality; ftom the formert its 
peculiar impreasiveness and energy of self-assertion. 

I have, throughout, treated the idea of a right resid- 
ing in the injured person, and violated by the iiyurj, not 
as a separate element in the composition of the idea and 
sentiment, but as one of the forms in which the other 
two elements clothe themselves, lliese elements are, a 
hurt to some assignable person or persons on the one 
hand, and a demand for pumshment on the other. An 
examination of our own minds, I think, will show that 
these two things include all that we mean when we 
speak of violation of a right. When we call any thing 
a person's right, we mean that he has a valid claim on 
society to protect him in the possession of it, either by 
the force of law, or by that of education and opinion. 
If he has what we conrider a sufficient daim, on what* 
ever account; to have something guaranteed to him by 
sodety, we say that he has a right to it. If we desire 
to prove that any thing does not bdong to him by right, 
we think this done as soon as it is admitted that sodety 
ought not to take measures for securing it to him, but - 
should leave him to chance, or to his own exertions. 
Thus a person is said to have a right to what he can , 
earn in fair professional competition, because sodety 
ought not to allow any other person to hinder him from 
endeavoring to earn in that manner as much as he can. 
But he has not a ri^ to three hundred a year, though 
he may happen to be earning it, because sode^ is not 
called on to provide that he shall earn that sum. On 
the contrary, if he owns ten thousand pounds three-per- 
cent Atock, he has a right to three hundred a year, be- 
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CAUBe society has come under an obligation to provide 
Iiim with an income of that amount. 

To haye a right, then, is, I conceive, to have some- 
thing which society ought to defend me in the pos- 
session of. If the objector goes on to ask why it 
ought, I can give him no other reason than general 
utility. If that expression does not seem to convey a 
sufllcient feeling of the strength of the obligation, nor 
to account for the peculiar energy of the feeling, it is 
because there goes to the composition of the sentiment, 
not a rational only, but also an animal element, — the 
thirst for retaliation ; and this thirst derives its intensity, 
as well as its moral justification, from the extraordinarily 
important and impressive land of utility which is con- 
cerned. The interest involved is that of security ; to 
every one*s feelings, the most vital of all interests. All 
other earthly benefits are needed by one person, not 
needed by another ; and many of them can, if neces- 
sary, be cheerfully foregone, or replaced by something 
else. But security no human being can possibly do 
without : on it we depend for all our immunity from 
evil, and for the whole value of all and every good, 
beyond- the passmg moment ; smce nothing but the 
gratification of the instant could be of any worth to us 
if we could be deprived of every thing the next instant 
by whoever was momentarily stronger than ourselves. ' 
Now, this most indispensable of all necessaries, after 
physical nutriment, cannot be had, unless the machine- 
ry for providing it is kept unintermittedly in active' 
iday. Our notion, therefore, of the claim we have on 
our ftIlow-«reatures to join . in making safe for us the 
very groundwork of our existence, gathers^ feelings 
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around it to mudi more intense than those oonoemed 
in any of the more common cases of utili^, that the 
difference in degree (as is often the case in psychol- 
ogy) becomes a real difference in kind. The daim 
assumes that character of absoluteness, that apparent 
infinity and incommensurability with aU other consid- 
erationsi which constitute the distinction between the 
feeling of right and wrong and that of ordinary exp^ 
dien<7 and inezpedien<7. The feelings concerned are 
so powerful, and we .count so positively on finding a 
responsive feeling in others (aU being alike interested), 
that aught tmd should grow into mustf and recognized 
indispensability becomes a moral necessity, analogous 
to physical, and often not inferior to it in binding 
force. 

if the preceding analysis, or something resembling 
it, be not the correct account of the notion of justice ; 
if justice be totally independent of_utility, and be a 
ftandard per «e, which the mind can recognize by sim- 
pie introspection of itself, — it is hard to understand why 
that internal oracle is so ambiguous, and why so many 
things appear either just or unjust, according to the 
light in which they are regarded. 

We are continually informed that Utility is an un- 
certain standard, which every different person inter- 
prets differently ; and that there is no safety but in the 
immutable, inefiaoeable, and unmistakable dictates of 
Justice, which carry their evidence in themselves, and are 
independent of the fluctuations of opinion. One would 
suppose from this, that, on questions of justice, there 
could be-no controversy ; that, if we take that for our 
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roley its application to any given case could leai 
as little doubt as a mathematical demonstratic 
ftr is this from being the fact, that there is a 
difierence of opinion and as much discussioi 
what is just as about what is useful to society 
only hare different nations and individuals < 
notions, of justice, but, in the mind of one i 
same individual, justice is not some one rule, pi 
or maxim, but many, which do not always coii 
their dictates, and, in choosing between wlucl 
guided either by some extraneous standard, or 
own personal predilections. 

For instance : there are some who say ^that it 
just to punish any one for the sake of exai 
others ; that punishment is just, only when ii 
for the good of the sufferer himself. Others n 
ihe extreme reverse ; contending that to punish 
who have attained years of discretion, for the 
benefit, is despotism and injustice ; since, if the 
at issue is solely their own good, no one has a i 
control their own judgment of it ; but that th 
justly be pumshed to prevent evil to others, thii 
the exercise of the legitimate right of self-^ 
Mr. Owen, again, affirms that it is uiyust to pu 
aU ; for the criminal did not make his own cha 
his education, and the circumstances which sun 
him, have made him a criminal ; and for these h< 
responnble. All these opinions are extremely 
ble ; and so long as the question is argued as 
justice simply, without going down to the pri 
which lie under justice, and are the source of 
tfaoritfi I am unable to see how any of these re 
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can be refuted. For, in truth, every one of the three 
builds upon rules of justice confessedly true. The first 
appeals to the acknowledged injustice of smgling oat 
an indiTidual, and making him a sacrifice, without his 
consent, for other people's benefit. The second relies 
on the acknowledged justice of self-defence, and the 
admitted mjustice of* forcing one person to conform to 
another^s notions of what constitutes his good. The 
Owenite inrokes the admitted principle, that it is unjust 
to punish any one for what he cannot help. Each is 
triumj^nt so long as he is not compelled to take into 
consideration any other marims of justice than the one 
he has selected ; but, as soon as their several maxims 
are brought face to face, each disputant seems to have 
exactly as mudi to say for himself as the others. No 
one of them can carry out his own notion of justice 
without trampling upon another equally bmding. These 
are difficulties ; they have always been felt to be such ; 
and many devices have been invented to turn rather 
than to overcome them. As a refuge from the bst of 
the three, men imagined what they called the ** freedom 
of the will ; ** fancying that they could not justify pun- 
ishmg a man whose will is in a thoroughly hateful 
state, unless it be supposed to have come into that state 
through no influence of anterior circumstances. To 
escape from the other difficulties, a favorite contrivance 
has been the fiction of a contract, whereby at some un- 
known period all the members of society engaged to 
obey the laws, and consented to be punished for any 
disobedience to them ; thereby giving to their legislators 
the right, which it is assumed they would not othemrise 
have had, of pumshing them, either for their own good 
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or for that of sooiely. This happy thought was con- 
sidered to get rid of the whole diflBcoItji and to legiti- 
mate the infliction of punishment, in virtue of another 
reoeiyed maxim of justice, Volenti non Jit injuria^ 
** That is not unjust which is done with the consent of the 
person who is supposed to be hurt by it.** I need hardly 
remark, that, even if the consent were not a mere fic- 
tion, this maxim is not superior in authority to the 
others which it is brought in to supersede. It is, on 
the contrary, an instructive specimen of the loose and 
iiregular manner in which supposed principles of jus- 
tice grow up. This particular one evidently came into 
use as a help to the coarse exigencies of courts of law, 
which are sometimes obliged to be content with very, 
uncertain presumptions, on account of the greater evils 
which would often arise from any attempt on their 
part to cut finer. But even courts of law are not able 
to adhere consistently to the maxim; for they allow 
voluntary engagements to be set aside on the ground 
of fraud, and sometimes on that of mere mistake or 
misinformation. 

Again : when the legitinuKT* of inflicting punishment 
is admitted, how many conflicting conceptions of justice 
come to light in discussing the proper apportionment 
of punishments to offences I No rule on the subject 
recommends itself so strongly to the primitive and 
spontaneous sentiment of justice, as the lex talionisf 
^ An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.*^ Though 
this principle of the Jewish and of the Mahometan 
law has been generally abandoned in Europe as a prac- 
tical maxim, there is, I suspect, in most mmds, a secret 
hankering after it; and, when retribution accidentally 



yGoogk 



HOW OOKNBOTKD WITH JU8TICB* 381 

falla on an offender in that precise shape, the general 
. feeling of satiafaotion eyinced bears witness how nat- 
ural is the sentiment to which this repayment in kind 
is acceptable. Yfitk many, the test of justice in penal 
infliction is that the punishment should be. proportioned 
to the offence, — meaning that it should be exactly 
measured by the moral guilt of the culprit (whatever 
be their standard for measuring moral guilt) ; the con- 
sideration, what amount of punishment is necessary to 
deter from the ofience, having nothing to do with the 
question of justice, in their estimation : while there 
are others to whom that consideration is aU in all ; who 
maintain that it is not just, at least for man, to inflict 
on a fellow-creature, whatever may be his offences, any 
amount of suffering beyond the least that will suffice to 
prevent him from repeating, and others from imitating, 
his misconduct* 

To take another example from a subject already 
once referred to. In a co-operative industrial assoda- 
tion, is it just or not that talent or skill should give a 
title to superior remuneration? On the negative side 
of the question it is argued, that whoever does the best 
he can deserves equally well, and ought not in justice 
to be put in a position of inferiority for no lault of his 
own; that superior abilities have already advantages 
more than enough, in the admiration they excite, the 
personal influence they command, and the internal 
sources of satisfaction attending them, without adding 
to these a superior shore of the world's goods ; and 
that society is bound in justice rather to make compen« 
sation to the less &vored, for this unmerited inequality 
of advantages, than to aggravate it. On the contrary 
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side it 18 contended, that society leoeives more from the 
more efficient laborer ; that, his services being more use- 
ful, society owes him a larger return for them ; that a 
greater share of the joint result is actually his work, 
and not to allow his claim to it is a kind of robbery ; 
that, if he is only to reoeiye as much as others, he can 
only be justly required to produce as much, and to give 
a smaller amount of time and exertion, proportioned to 
his superior efficieni^. Who shall decide between these 
appeals to conflicting principles of justice? Justice 
has in this case two sides to it, which it is impossible 
to bring into harmony; and the two disputants have 
chosen opposite sides : the one looks to what it is just 
that the individual should receive ; the other, to what 
it is just that the community should give* Each, fix>m 
his own point of view, is unanswerable; and any 
choice between them, on grounds of justice, mudt be 
perfectly arbitrary. Social utilit7 alone can decide the 
preference* 

How many, again, and how irreconcilable, are the 
standards of justice to which reference is made in dis- 
cussing the repartition of taxation I One opinion is, 
that payment to the State should be in numerical 
proportion to pecuniary means. Others think that 
justice dictates what they term ** graduated taxation,'' 
—taking a higher percentage from those who have more 
to spare. In point of natural justice, a strong case 
might be made for disregarding means altog^er, and 
taking the same absolute sum (whenever it could be 
got) from every one ; as the subscribers to a mess, or 
to a dub, all pay the same sum for the same privileges, 
whether they can all equally affi>rd it or not. Since 
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the protection (it might be said) of law and govern- 
ment is afforded to and is equally required by all» 
there is no injustice in making all buy it at the same 
price. It is reckoned justice, not injusticct that a 
dealer should charge to all customers the same price 
for tne same ardde ; not a price varying according to 
their means of payment. This doctrine, as applied 
to taxation, finds no advocates, because it conflicts so 
stron^y with man's feelings of humanity and of socud 
expediency; but the principle of justice which it in* 
Tokes is as true and as binding as those which can be 
appealed to against it. Accordingly, it exerts a tacit 
influence on the line of defence employed for other 
modes of assessing taxation. People feel obliged to 
argue that the State does more for the rich than tor 
the poor, as a justification for its taking more finom 
them : though this is in reality not true ; for the rich 
would be far better able to protect themselves, in the 
. absence of law or government, than Jhe poor, and in- 
deed would probably be successful in converting the 
poor into their slaves. Others, again, so fiur defer to . 
the same conception of justice as to maintain that all 
should pay an equal ci^itation-tax for the protection 
of their persons (these b^g of equal value to all), 
and an unequal tax for the protection of their prop- 
erty, which is unequal. To this others reply, that 
the all of one man is as valuable to him as the all of 
another. From these confiisions, there is no other 
mode of extrication than the udlitarian. 

Is, then, the difference between the Just and the 
Expedient a merely imaginary distinction? Havei 
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' kind been under a delusion in thinking that justice is a 
more sacred thing than policy, and that the latter ought 
only to be listened to affaer the former has been satisfied? 
By no means. The exposition we have given of the 
nature and origin of the sendment recognizes a real 
distinction ; and no one of those who profess the most 
sublime contempt for the consequences of actions as an 
element in their morality attaches more importance to 
the distinction than I do. While I dispute the preten- 
sions of any theory which sets up an imaginary standard 
of justice not grounded^on utility, I account the justice 
which is grounded on utility to be the chief part, and 
incomparably the most sacred and binding part, of all 
morality. Justice is a name for certain classes of 
moral rules which concern the essentials of human well- 
bemg more nearly, and are tlierefore of more absolute 
obligation, than any other rules for the guidance of life ; 
and the notion which we have found to be of the essence 
of the idea of justice, that of a right residing in an^ 
indiyidual, implies and testifies to this more binding 
obligation. 

The moral rules which forbid mankind to hurt one 
another (in which we must never foiget to include 
wrongful interference with each other's freedom) are 
more vital to human well-being than any maxims, how- 
ever important, which only point out the best mode of 
managing some department of human afiairs. They 
have also the peculiarity, that they are the main ele- 
ment in determining the whole of the social feelings of 
mankind. It is their observance which alone preserves 
peace among human beings : if obedience to them were 
not the rule, and disobedience the exception, every one 
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would aee in erery one eke on enemj, agauiBt whom he 
muet be perpetoaUj guarding himself. What is hardly 
kta ^important, dMee are the precepts which mankind 
have the strongest and the most direct inducements for 
impressing upon one another. By merely giving to 
each other prudential instruction or exhortation^ they 
may gain, or think they gain, nothing ; in inculcating 
on each other the duty of positive beneficence, they have 
an unmistakable interest, but far less in degree : a per- 
son may possibly not need the benefits of others ; but 
he always needs that they should not do him hurt. 
Thus the moralities wbkik protect eveiy individual firom 
being harmed by others, either directly or by being 
hindered in his freedom of pursuing his own good, are 
at once those which he himself has most at heart, and 
those which he has the strongest interest in puUishing 
and enforcing by word and deed. It is by a person's 
observance of these, that his fitness to exist as one of 
the fellowship of human beings is tested and decided ; 
for on that depends his being a nuisance or not to those 
with whom he is in contact. Now, it id these morali- 
ties, primarily, which compose the obligations of justice. 
Hie most marked cases of injustice, and those which 
give the tone to the feeling of repugnance which char* 
acterizes the sentiment, are acts of wrongful aggression, 
or wrongful exerdse of power over some one ; the next 
are those which consiBt in wrongfully withholding firom 
him something which is his due : in both cases infiict- 
ing on him a positive hurt, either in the form of direct 
suffering, or of the privation of some good which he hsd 
reasonable ground, either of a physical or of a social 
kind, for counting upon. 
VOL. zzi. 86 
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- The same powerful motives which command the ob- 
tenranoe of these primary moralities enjoin the punish- 
ment of those who violate them ; and as the impulses 
of self-defence^ of defence of others, and of vengeance, 
are all called forth against such persons, retribution, or 
evil for evil, becomes closely connected with the sen- 
timent of justice, and is universally included in the 
idea. Good for good. is also one of the dictates of 
justice ; an- Lsis, though its social utQity is evident, 
and though it carries with it a natural human feeling, 
has not at first sight that obvious connection with hurt 
or injury, which, existing in the most elementary cases 
of just and unjust, is the source of the characteristio 
intensity of the sentiment. But the connection, though 
less obvious, is not less real* He who accepts benefits, 
and denies a return of them when needed, inflicts a real 
hurt, by disappointing one of the most natural and 
reasonable of expectations, and one which he must at 
least tacitly have encouraged, otherwise the benefits 
would seldom have been conferred. The important 
rank, among bunuui evils and wrongs, of the disap- 
pointment of expectation, is shown in the fiict, that it 
constitutes the. principal criminally of two such highly 
immoral acts as a breach of iriendship and a breach of 
promise. Few hurts which human beings can sustain 
are greater, and none wound more, than when that on 
which they habitually and with foil assurance relied 
fails them in the hour of need ; and few wrongs are 
greater than this mere withholding of good: none 
excite more resentment, either in the person suffering, 
or in a sympathizing spectator. The principle, there- 
fere, of giving to each' what they deserve, — that is, 
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good for good, as well as evfl for evil, — is not only 
indudod within the idea of Jnsdoe as we have defined 
it, but is a proper object of that intensity of sentiment 
which places the Just, in hwnan estimation, above the 
simply Expedient. 

Most of the maxims of josdce current in the worlds 
and commonly appealed to in its transactions, are simply 
instrumental to carrying into effect the principles of 
justice which we have now spoken of. That a person 
is only responsible for what he has done voluntarily^ 
or could voluntarily have avoided; that it is unjust 
to. condemn any person unheard ; that the punishment 
ought to be proportioned to the offenoe, and the like, ^- 
are maxims intended to prevent the just principle of 
evil for evil from being perverted to the infliction of evil 
without that justification. The greater part of these 
common maxims have come into use from the practice of 
courts of justice, which have been naturally led to a more 
• complete recognition and elaboration than was likely to 
suggest itself to others, of the rules necessary to enable 
them to fulfil their double function, of inflicting pumah- 
ment when due, and of awarding to each person his 
right. 

That first of judicial virtues, iropartiali^, is an obli- 
gation of justice, partly for the reason last mentioned, 
as being a necessary condition of the fulfilment of the 
other obligations of justice. But this is not the only 
source of the exalted rank, among human obligations, 
of those maxims of equality and impartiality, which, 
both in popular estimation and in that of the most 
enlightened, are included among the precepts of justice* 
In one point of view, they may be considered as coroK^ 
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laiies from the principles already laid down. If it is a 
dutj to do to each according to his deserts, returning 
good for good as well as repressing evil by evil, it 
necessarily follows that we should treat all equally well 
(when no higher duty forbids) who have deserved 
equally well of us; and that society should treat all 
equally well who have deserved equally well of ity — that 
is, who have deserved equally well absolutely. This is 
the highest abstract standard of social and distributive 
justice, towards which all institutions, and the efforts 
of all virtuous citizens, should be made in the utmost 
possible degree to converge. But this great moral duty 
rests upon a still deeper foundation; being a direct 
emanation from the first principle of morals, and not a 
mere logical corollary from secondary or derivative doc- 
trines. It is involved in the very meaning of Utility, or 
the Greatest*happiness Principle. That principle is a 
mere form of words,without rational signification, unless 
one person's happiness, supposed equal in degree (with 
the proper allowance made for kind), is counted for 
exactly as much as another's. Those conditions being 
supplied, Bentham's dictum, " Evexybody to count for 
one, nobody for more than one,** might be written under 
the principle of utility as an explanatory commentary.* 

* This impUeation, in the fint principle of the ntlUtariAn MhtoM of per- 
fect impertielity between, perMme, if regarded hf Mr. Herbert Spencer (in 
bit ** Sociel Sutics **) mi n difproof of tbe preten^ione of atili^ to be n luffi- 
dent guide to rigbt; einoe (be aejs) tbe principle of ntiUty prMoppoeei tbe 
nntarior principle, tbnt eveiy b ody bmt en eqnel rigbt to beppinese. It maj 
be more oorrectlj deeeribcd ai anppoeing tbat equal amoonta of bnppineaa 
art eqnallj deeirable, wbetber ftlt bjtbe lame or b^difibrent penona. Tbia, 
bowerer, ie not n jMYanppeeitiont not n premlae needAil to lapport tlie 
principle of ntili^, but tbe yvf principle itaelf : fbr wbat if tbe principle 
ef ntiUigr, if it be not tbat •«bappbMaa'* and *«4eaif»Ue** are qrnongmiona 
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The equal daim of eveiybodj to happiness, in the • 
mation of the moralist ^md the legislator, inyolvee an 
equal claim to all the means of hi^piness, except in so 
far as the inevitable conditions of human life, and the 
general interest, in which that of eveiy individual is in- 
cluded, set limits to the maxim ; and those limits ought 
to be striotlj construed. As every other maxim of jus- 
tice, so this, is hj no means applied or held applicable 
universally: on the contrary, as I have already remariced, 
it bends to every person's ideas of social expediency. 
But, in whatever case it is deemed applicable at all, it is 
held to be the dictate of justice. All persons are deemed 
to have a right to equality of treatment, except when 
some recognized social expedien<gr requires the reverse. 

^•nnt? If tlMTft It anj aaterior prindpio implied^ it can be no odur tfaan 
this,— that th« truths of arithmetic an applicable to the Taloation of hap> 
pineas, at of all other meaainmble qoantitiee. 

[Mr. Heibeit Spenoer, in a private oommanication on the sabjeet of the 
pcecedlng note, objects to being considered an opponent of Utilitarianism, 
and states that he regards happiness as the ultimate end of moimli^; hot 
deems that end onljr partially attainable by empirical generalisationa torn 
the obsenred lesolta of conduct, and completely attainable only by deducing, 
ftom tiie laws of liib and the conditions of existence, what kinds of action 
neoessarily tend to produce happiness, and what kinds to pcodnoe unhappy 
nesa. With the exception of the word ** necessarily,** I have no dissent to 
express from this doctrine; and (omitting that word) I am not aware that 
any modtoi adTOoate of utilitarianism Is of a different opinion. Bentham 
certauly, to whom, in the ** Social Statics,** Mr. Spencer particuhuly referred, 
is, least of all writers, chargeable with unwillingness to deduce the effect 
of actions on happiness from the laws of human nature and the unlTerml 
conditions of human litis. The common charge against him Is of rslying too 
exclosiTely upon such deductions, and declhiing altogether to be bound by 
the generalisations from specific experience which Mr. Spencer thinks that 
tttiUtarians generally confine themselTos to. My own opinion (and, as I 
collect Mr. Spencer's) is, that in ethks, as in all other bvuMshee of scientifie 
study, the consilience of the results of both these processee, each oorrobo- 
latlng and Terifjrhig the other. Is requisite to giy to any general propoel* 
tion the kind and degree of oTldence which oonstltnfeee scientiflo proof.] 
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And hence all social inequalities, which have ceased to be 
considered expedient, assume the character, not of sim- 
ple inexpediency, but of injustice, and appear so tyran- 
nical, that people are apt to wonder how they ever could 
have been tolerated ; forgetful that they themselves per- 
haps tolerate other inequalities under an equally mistaken 
notion of expediency, the correction of which would 
make that which they approve seem quite as monstrous 
as what they have at last learnt to condemn* The 
entire history of social improvement has been a series 
of transitions, by which one custom or institution after 
another, from being a supposed primary necessity of 
aodal existence, has passed into the rank of an univeiv 
sally stigmatized injustice and tyranny. So it has been 
with the distinctions of slaves and freemen, nobles and 
serfs, patricians and plebeians ; and so it will be, and in 
part already is, with the aristocracies of color, race, and 
sex. 

It appears, from what has been said, that justice is 
a name for certain moral requirements, which, regarded 
collectively, stand higher in the scale of social utility, 
and are therefore of more paramount obligation, than 
any others ; though particular cases may occur in which 
some other so^ duty is so important as to overrule 
any one of the general nuixims of justice. Thus, to 
save a life, it may not only be allowable, but a duty, 
to steal, or take by force, the necessary food or medi- 
dne, or to kidnap, and compel to officiate, the only 
qualified medical practitioner. In such cases, as we do 
not call any tl^ng justice which is not a virtue, we 
iisuaUy say, not that justice must give way to some 
other moral principle, but that what is just in ordinary 
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oaaes is* hj reason of that other principle, not just in 
the particular case. By thia useful accommodation of 
language, the character of indefeasibOity attributed to 
justice is kept up, and we are saved from the necessity 
of maintiuning that there can be laudable mjustioe. 

The considerations which have now been adduced, 
resolve, I conceive, the only real difficulty in^the utili- 
tarian theoiy of morals. It has always been evident 
that all cases of justice are also cases of expediency : 
the difference is in the peculiar sentiment which attaches 
to the former, as contradistinguish^ from the latter. 
If this characteristic sentiment has been suffidentiy 
accounted for ; if there is no necessity to assume for it 
any peculiarity of origin ; if it is simply the natural 
fedmg of resentment, moralized by bemg made co- 
extensive with the demands of social good ; and if this 
feeling not only does but ought to exist in all the classes 
^ of cases to which the idea of justice corresponds, — that 
idea no longer prpsents itself as a stumbling-block to the 
utilitarian ethics. Justice remains the appropriate name 
for certain social utilities which are vastiy more im- 
portant, and therefore more absolute and imperative, 
than any others are as a class (tiiough not more so than 
others may be in particular cases), and which there- 
fore ought to be, as well as naturally are, guarded by 
a sentiment not only different in degree, but also in 
kind ; distinguished from the milder feeling which at- 
taches to the mere idea iDf promoting human pleasure 
or convenience, at once by the more definite nature of 
its commands, and by the sterner character of its 
sanctions. 

• THE xin>. 
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